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’l'he USs: Comm?tmon on le ights is & temporary mdependent B R e
blpartlsan agency estabhshed b ngress m 1967 and dlrected to: o et

Y InVestlgate compls nts. allegmg that cltlzens are bemg e

~deprived of their right to vote on “of their race, oolor,L DU R R
- religion, sex, or natnonaf ongl reason of | fraudulent BRI
o pnactlces . _ ’, ) : . T I
o Study and colfget Yg! ormatnon ooncernmg lega] deve]opments SRR

constitutihg a dehial By f dal protection of, the laws under the T
+ Constitution because of ‘race, color, rehg'mn,\ S&X, or natlonal \,,

;orlgm orin the admmtstratlon ofjustloe, X, € o .‘f"_,__.‘j"?.' ' SR C e

e Appralse Federal laws’ and pohcles wnth respect to’ the'demal

of -equal protectlon of the laws because of race, lor, rehglon, B
- sex, or natlonal origin; or m the admlmsttation ttoe, RN
. ® Serveasa natlonal clearmghous,e for mf mation in: respect‘b‘ : ‘
" denials of \equal pr(*cotlon of the law;y 2CAUSe of raoe, colo

", religion, sex, or natnonal ong'm N ) ) IR :‘\___.
R - i \ ' . .
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- Presxdent and the Congress. - N T oy co
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By the Older Americans Amendments of 1975 the U S. Commis-» -
4ion on Civil Rights was directed to: investigate unreasonable age .
_ discrimination in federally-assisted programs; report the findings . -
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°f the invutintion to Conmu, the Preddent. und aﬂected R
" 'Federal Agencies; recommend atatutory ‘changes or udmipiutrgtiye o SRR
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" education. Since that time, the Commis- .

Ki

The U.S. (‘ommlsqmn on’ (wnl nghts
released the report of its age discrimina-

tion study on January 10, 1978. The report

set forth the Commission’s findings and
recommendations based
study of 10 federally-assisted programs
and selected aspects of the field of higher

sion has also published the transcripts and
exhibits from the four public hearings
held.in San Francisco, California; Denyer,
Colorado; Miami, Florida; and W&shmg-

‘t()n DC ’ \ » -

'I\his volume' is - the final “publicdition
from thc Commission’s study. of discrimi-
nation on thc hms\ of gre. It includes a

N\

- description of the methodology that was'

an 18-month .

emplopyed to execute the study. Separate
chapters describe each program examined
by the Commission and summarize the

" record of information-obtained through a

literature search, data analysis, the field

~study, and the pubhc heawingd. Although

the record taken in its entirety for all
programq formed the basis for the Com-
mission’s findings and recommendations,
it was believed that presentmg the infor-
mation on a program- “by-program  kasis
would prove more useful to those with
partitular interests. This velume should be

.read -and considered in’ conjunction. with

the Commission’s report af its findings ¥
and recommendations gnd the transcripts
of hearlngﬂ, since a concetrted attempt was
made to minimize redundancy. -

’



| Methodology

The Age Dlscrlmmatlon Act of 1975 was
epacted into Taw on November 28, 1975, as
part of the Older Americans Amendments‘_ |
(P.L. 94-185), The express purpose of the
- act is to prohibit unreasonable discrimina-
tion based on age in programs or activities

receiving Federal financial assistance,

including programs or activities receiving

funds under the State and Local Fiscal
Assistance Act of 1972. The act provndes
further that pursuant to regulations is-

- Sued by the Secretary of Health, Educa-

~ tion, and Welfare and the heads of certain
other Féderal departments and agencies,
but ne sooner than January 1, 1979:

]

. . .no person t the United States
shall; on_ the basis of age, be excluded
front participation in, be denied the
benefits of, or be subjected to dis
‘Crimination’ under, any program o¥
activity recuvmga Federal financial
_assmtance C o

" The principal provision of the act which

concerned the Commission on Civil Rights-

was that directing the Commission to

. -conduct a study of unreasonable diserimi-.
" nation based on age in programs ‘or

~ activities receiving Federal financial dssis-

<

- natlon and pamcularly W‘ith "‘*‘P"Ct to the e
" 1ssue of reasonableness o ‘

The age dxscnmmatlon study began m |
July-1976. After an exhaustive review of

the act’s teglslatrve history, the Commis-
: snon set out to accomphsh the followmg o

o F‘ormulate some prehmmary oonoept-’
or definition of age discrimination which
could be used to measure program beltav- -

lOP.

©

o Determme whether and whxch mdm— R

‘duals or groups of mdlv1duals are being

~ discriminated against on the basis of age

tance and to identify, with particularity, .

any such federally-assisted program or

activity in- which: there is evidence of.

otherwise qualified persons on the basis of
age being excluded from participation in,

denied the benefits of, or otherwise sub-.

jected to discrimination under such pro-
gram or activity. As part of its study, the
Commitesion was required to hold public

‘hearings on issues relating to age diserimi-

2 .

in federally-assmted programs,

® Locate the source of ¢ any dlscmmmato—
ry practlce or dutcome. .

° Ascertam the reasons ot\juét'lf ications -

~offered. to explain the practicés or out-
CeOmes. , :

'® Judge the ‘reasonableness” of the

Jusmflcatlon

\ | ‘
QDetermme whether alternatlve prac-

tices exist that might be avaﬂable to the

admmnstrl’oors involved, -

° Assess..the a'ct_. againstrthe findings
and determine whether it would help solve
the identified problems

- @ Elicit the views of those admmlster- .

‘ing federally-assisted programs, and reci-

pients or their representatives, on the
question of age discrimination. .

»



- 0 Produee a set of recommendatlons
including suggested general regulatlons,

. .whloh could be- put mto p]ace R

- To meet these objecuves the Commxssmn
et four research tasks
S

0 Legal reSearch and analycus

'S
' ®_ Selection of Federal plograms £or

" examination and’ develo'pment of the _'

study’s éor\ceptual f ramework
® Fldd sjcudy |

®Public hearinigs + - &”

’ v o ‘-i‘f‘?l‘ e

yzed In
addmon, the Commlssmn analyzed the

. Age Dlscri‘mmatnon ‘Act focusing on its

* jurisdictional provisions, oomphanqe ‘ma-

Lega’i Research-and Analysls

The 1ég'a1 research and analysis ef fort

underpinnéd the entjre*study and influ-
enced execution of the other efforts.. It
‘focused .on several questmns (1) what
theoriesand approaches in cases involvin
diseri mmatlon on the basis of factors sucﬁ
a8 race, sex, and ‘national brigin might be
‘relevant for deyeloping & concept of age
discriminasion; (2) what lines of | anulry ds .,
these theories imply for conductmg the
study; .and (3) what spemflc legal issues
arisé from the act’s provisions suggesting
further legal analysis and other research
- and the devglopment of recommendations.
~and generaliegulatlons? | -

. The Cammission c0nducted-an extensive
review of the case law involving diserimi-
~ nation in violation of the Constltutnon and
. of the relevant statutory law, such as
Titles VI and VII of the Civil nghts Act
and the Age Discrimination in Employ-

‘ment Act. The implementing regulations

! Memoranda resulting from this analysls are
located in the files of the Commission.

\

'Sﬂectlon of Federal Prog

| 'chmery, and substantive provisions affect-

ing any defmmon of age dmcnmxnatxok

rams
~ and Development ol Concoptual
Framework -

Two questions arose ear]y in the study

% with regard to the selection of programs:
(1) Should the study focus op and seek to

determine. the. presence or absenge of

discrimination against one or more specif- .
Qﬁ groups -or
m? and (2).

ic and narrowly defined
across the entire age 8
what federal]y-assnsted programs should
bBe studied .and on what . bams ghould they
be chosen?

On the first questlon there was a
strong case for limiting the study to an
investigation of  discrimination ~against
older’ persons. Pnactment of - the Age
Discrimination Act can be traced to a
primary . concern about discriminatiop

~ against older persons and to a beMef that

older persons are not receiving a fair
share of available services and benefits
under many Federal programs. The legis-
lative history of the act demonstrated a
principal concern with discrimination

. against older persons: (a) The act is Title

I11 of the Older Americans Amendments
of 1975. (b)Y The act arose from House and
Senate Committees that were considering
legislation to extend and amend the Older

Americans Act. (c) Virtually all of the
examples of discrimination cited in the
Commlttee reports and during floor de- -




bates m the 'Housxc and the Senate con-
cerned the prohibition related to older

persons. Limiting the study to determin-

ing whether or not discrimination against
older persons existg in fedemlly-tmqtul
yrograms and activities would have great-
{v Cnmpllfled the research task. “Older
persons” is an easily-understangable’and
obsefvable category of program pm‘tl('l-
pants and lx*noﬁclurlm

"A case was also made, though, for
dS‘Sli ing & broader perspeetive and not
limit'i%_g the focus of study to a particular
age group. The language of the statute
* neither states nor impliessthat either the
study or Lhi ultimate ban on age diserimi-
‘nation should- coneern itself only with
“older persons. The conference report that

do(‘()mpdmod the act in no way suggests -

. that either the study or the ban should bc
limited to one group. !

) . . .

« - The Commission concluded: (1) that it

should make no assumptions that one or

more age groups were being diseriminated

against; (2) that.even if it looked at one

age group, it would Have to look at others

to establish - measures of comparative
treatment; (3) that since the act protects
persons of all ages, conelusions as to one

age group would not be helpful as to

- others if different considerations caused

discrimination among and betWween age™

groups; (4) that the research task in
pursuing a broader perspective did not
seem to be of any greater magnitude than
pursuing a narrower approach. Therefore,
the study was directed at identifying

discrimination on the basis of age, what-

«ver the age of the vietim of discrimina-
tion.

o

With regard to the second question
concerning pogram_selection, the Com--
mission w%ly cognizant of the limited

d

resources time to conduct the study
and was thus determined to select thosé
approaches and specific topics for study
that would best shed light on the signifi-
cant issues and support tha mlght apply
to prog'rams or practlceq not | tudled

N

'I‘hef Commmmn had concluded earlier

- that ‘studying partlcular Federal. _pro-
gmms was necegsary to examine what
aspects of a program resulted in a

discrimination - from;:the Federal statuto-
ry and regulatory provisions, to adminis-

trators’ actions, to the delivery of the™

intended benefits or services. Such %n
approach would permit a more preciSe

identification of the cause or source of any
age discringination found. Resource and

‘time condtraints requﬁ‘ed choosing a limit-

ed number of Federal programs. How-
ever, there was concern that the programs
seluted represént as- many s possible”

kinds of Federal programs that would be

affected by the act to ensure that most of
the issues related to age discrimination
and the provisions ok the act were raised.

Other conqidcraiions guidin{; the Com-
migsion’s choice of Federal programs
included the following:

1. that the programs are intended for
the genemLpopulatlon in need, regardlesq
of age;

2. that they mclude those programs
identified in the House and Senate hear-
ings on the Age Discrimination Act as
examples of ‘age discrimination, indicating
what generated the most cohcern; -

L

/
’
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3. that they - 'prt'mde coverage of a @ Title XX Soclal Semoes of the Socxal" |
rangd of Federal agencies and functlonal Secunty Act ¥

.~ areas such as health and educatlon,. I V‘ R

dentative of recent trends in Federal

| stgdled increase the likelihood of answer-

~

e Lega] Semces
4. that they represent a )ange in size
of intended beneflts in terfs of appmpn-

1] Adult Bamc Educatlon :
atlons ) ‘

| 0 Vocatlonal Educatlon

5. that the prog'rams offer 1mportant |
benefits to their intended beneflclanes, The Commlsmon declded further; that

- the field of educa&on offered pot,entﬂu for

6. that they cover differént types of ~examining the ufe of age or age-related
grantees, Tor example, State governments criteria and chose to examine admissions

“and . local, nonprofit; private organiza- policies at mstltutlons of higher eduéatlon
tions; et ' '

ture review was conducted, including an
analysis of  the law, regylatlons and
gmdelmes and mther instructions govern-
ing .each program. For each program, a
matrix of information was developed on
the statute and regulations, with suggest-
amini
ing some of the questions raised by the | ;dmsg:gﬁc (t)pg'(:i?oﬁg ")I?}:: u&gﬂs;lﬁnaln s% '
act. reviewed the legislative history and devel-,
opment of each program and applicable *
major studies and research and developed
and analyzed program participant data by
age for the most recent fiscal or calendar

7. -that they include programs repre-
programmmg, for example, block grants;

‘8. that findings from.the programs

‘After weighing all of these considera-
tions and the universe of federally-assis-
ted programs, the Commission selec

the following programs: o .yeam to’ the extent they were available.
® Community Health Centers In a real sense, the age dlscmmmatlon,
- ~ study’s first and last. tasks were" to
® Food Stamps ~ generate a definition of unreasonable age
. discrimination and to adopt a final defini- .
® Medicaid . tion. The study developed a tentatlve .
- . o definition of age discrimination. as “any.
® Community Mental Health Centers ~ act or failure to” act, or any law or policy
- that adversely affects an mdmdual on the
® Vocational Rehabilitation basis of age.’
® Comprehensive Employment and -Fmdmgs of unreasonable age discrimi-
" Training Act—Titles I, Il,and VI - nation reqmred a two-step process. First,

5

Fo]lowmg program selectlon a lltera-



~distributions should be demons
.- gecond, the reason or reason

: dlsparltleq between two relevant age

- for the
| obqu'vul disparity must be Judged justifi-
“able or ndbt. To facilitate the first d(,terml-
nation, {he Commission: developed several
operational defmltlom mdudmg the fol-
lowing:

® Age*discrimination might exist lo'the

extent that the age distribution of pro-
gram heneficigpies differs from the age
dl‘sll‘lblltl()n of those ohglblo to: beneflt

o Age (!H( rlmmutl()n might exist to the
extent that the age distribution of appli-
cants (where dhe apph(atlon. notion
applies) differs from‘the age dlbtl‘ll)lltlon
of those ohgrble to bon(*flt

° Ago discrimination might exist to the’
extent that the age distribution of th?:.(,\

receiving benefits differs from the age
distribution of those who apply f or pdl‘tl(‘l-—
pationin tho program.

@ Age dmcrlmmatlon miglt exist to the

extent that the age distribution of pro-

gram benefieiaries is  discontinuous in
excess of the discontinuity that might be
expected on a chance -basis, (ie., the
proportien of beneficiaries in adjacent age

« categories differ from one another by

more than wguld be expected if a compa-
rable size rarldom samplriad been drawn
from the applicant population and adja-
cent age categories compaged).

® If a program provides mare than one
benefit or service, age
might exist to the extent that the age
distributions of the separate services’
beneficiaries differ from one another,

\ted; and,

discrimination -

® If a program uses ‘a particular
outcome or set of qutcomes as an evalu-
ation -ebiterion or-criteria, then -age dis- -
crimination might exist to the extent that
the age distribution 6f “successes” differs
from the age distribution of “failures”

" and/or to the extent that the age distribu-

tions of the types of “successt,s" /dlffe r

from each other. ‘
.

The use 0Of statisiical evidence to estab-

-hqh the exns@ce of age discrimination is

important but limited. The  transition

- from a finding of age disparities thatycan

be statistivally demonstrated to a finding
of unreasonable age discrimination, re-
quires a normative judgment that cannot
be statistically demonstraten, Disparities.
are matters of fact. Age. discrimination
and whether it is unreasonable are judg:
ments concerhing the explanations or
reasons for the existence (\‘jdlspamtle

Field Study

The field study” effort ‘examined the
opera}lom of the eight selected federally-
assisted programs in cértain geographic
areas around the tountry. (Adult basic

~education and vocational education were
not studied in the field.) The field work
“inquiry followed from (1) an examination

of the pertinemt Federal statutes, regula-
tions, and administrative policies, which
revealed_a basic set of common require- -
ments for all programs that theoretically
are intended to affect the use of appropri-
ated Federal funds in delivery of services
or other benefits to the eligible popula- -

- tion; and (2) an assessment that the.

Commission neéded to delineate the pro-
cess by which program and resource
allocation decisions are made to determine’



whether and at what point in the prooess

program partlclpatfon or benefit receipt

 was affected by distinctions based on age.
“Four major question areas resulted plan‘--.-
am opera--

ning/needs assessment; pro
tions and services/benefit -delivery; coor-

: 4'_'dmatlon/mterprog'ram relatnonshlpa, and -

evaluation/ outcomea

\

° Planning/Needs Assessmeht—— All of
the programs chasen for study require

. that a recipient, t6 be eligible for Federal
.+ funds, must develop and submit to the
 Federal Government for approval a plan

or an application. Most of the programs
require the recipient to carry out seme
form of needs assessment of an eligible
population; to  establish objectives and
priorities based on the result of the needs -
assessment; to prepare a budget that will
acw .the objectives and pnorltles,
.an nvolve' the public in s3ome way in
the decisionmaking pnocuza |

. The Commission, therefore, looked into
the processes and procedures employed by-.
recipients of Federal funds to arrive at
the final program-and resource allocation
decisions, reflected in their approved plans
or apphcatlons

 This 1nvolved examination of, among

~ -othen things, whether and how a public

participation process was implemented,

~ what interest groups were involved, and

in what way, if any, the program respond-

“ed, to public input; how needs of the

general -eligible population were identi-

~ fied, how the relative needs of particular

age groups were weighed and what
influence this information had “on. the
‘decisions reflected in the plan/application;

‘what Federal, State, or local policy re-

of partncu]ar program services and targ'et-‘
_ group priorities, or what other factors

were considered, such as the avax]ablhty
of other funds to provide a: particular - -
sgervice or to serve .a specific gge group; -
and what data recxplents rehed on to make -

their plans

. @ Program Operations— This mx‘)olved‘
looking into a recipient’s 1mplementatlomf
of its plan or apphcatlonwthe actual
service delivery process. The ‘Commission -

‘inquired into, whether and how recnplents
-made known the availability of  theirs
services to the potential eligible popula_-
tion—for example, use of information and"

referral and outreach, or how ehglble}\
_ otherwise learned of the services; whether

outreach and related activities tended to
focus on certain age groups; whether
recipients ‘carried out special outreach
efforts to reach particular age segments

of the.population; how the application -

_process operated from point of {intake
success- .
ful/unsuccessful service and how apphca- -

(entry) -the pomt - of

tions were administered; how agehcies

chose among applicants when the eligible’ :
pool exceeded their resource capacities;

where most referrals come from angd how;

~whether applicants were assigned to dif— o
ferent services or treatment plans on the

' Qulrementm inﬂuenced the estabhshmeg? L

basis of age; whether thd recipient experi- - |

enced any particular problems in provid--"
ing services to certain age. groups; the -

nature of the facilities and access to

__ traneportatlon and staff background and
experience.

e Coordination/lnterprogram Rela-
tlonships-— Every program studied re-
quires that a recipient of funds “coordi-

7
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nate” W1th a reclplent of funds for at least
one other progPam under study. Many of

--..these programs are admlmstered (at-the: .
'-State and ~local level) from a single =
“umbrella” or multipurpose agency, which

may result in interrelationships of goals
and pohmes Also ellglblhvy for receipt of
services in one program is often contin-
‘gent on or reluted to establishment of
eligibility in another, and linkages be-
tween programs may be established in
‘reimbursement or financing .arrange-
ments. The Commission inquired into the
{)roceqseq employed and relationships es-

ablished to effectuate these inter-pro-

am connections and their effects, if any,

on the distribution of program partlc}; '

- pants by age. )
° Evaluatlon-—— All programs require
rec1p1ents to maintain records (the content
_ varying by program) and to report pemod-
1cally to the Federal fundmg agencies.
Most programs also require recipients to
conduct some form of self-assessment as
to progress; othem independent audi
~evaluations.
., recipients’
- nance procedures, their reporting appara-

tus, and the effect, if any, that self-
- Y3 assessment or evaluation had on who was
“gerved by the pregram and whether such

evaluations affected whether some age
- groups were treated differently.

The Federal regional offices also have
responsibility for monitoring the progress

- of the recipients’ program development

and operations and for ensuring compli-
- ance with the relevant Federal statutes
and regulations and with their approved

must also:provide technical assistance to

. rec1p1ents to aid- themm

The Commmlon exami ed'
data collection and mainte- -

ng out
their pregram_responsibilities :, he Cqm-
mission. looked - into. how..the - -regional . -
offices executed these #uties and to what,

extent, if at all, they influenced State and
‘lochl program operations and the age of
persons  regeiving services or ‘benefits
- under the program. - .

snt,eq

@ San Antonio, Texas
® St. Louis, Missouri

®,Jackson, IM-ississippi

. \
| \ ® Seattle, Washington

° AugUsta and the State of M'aline

@ Chicago, Illinois

| The fle]d cztudy was conducted in 8ix

o~
N '

Work was also done in their reépectlve- |

~ State capitals and Federa] regional office

cmeq

Several oonmderahons guided -the Com-

mission’s selection of field study sites.

'These included choosing a mix of field

sites that wou]d be characterlzed as:
) dispersed across the coun.try;
e varyihg by population size;
0 including a proportlon of thelr popu-

lation over 65 years of age, and over 65
years of age with incomes be]ow the

~ poverty level;
plans or applications. The regional office *

® having a viable number of minorities;



@ varying by urbaﬁh/rural?hix; R

- @ having active projects. in-all of the
| federally-asslsted prog'rams selected for'

field review,

The sites selected for the field study
and the public hearings {except Washing-

ton," DC) with selected demographic’

characteristics are hsted at the end of this

section. An additional factor involved the
likelihood “of ‘obtaining current demo-

graphic data for selected locations.

Field ethdy_cons_isted of onsite .inter-.

views regarding planning, program opera-
tions, coordination, and evaluation with
local program administrators and service
delivery operatives, State government
administrators, Federal. reglonal office
staff responsible for overseeing amd en-

" forcing implementation of* pragusm /st.a- |

tutes' and. regulations, ‘and advocate
groups at the local and Statq levels. State
~ and local plans or applications, datag
numbers of program partlclpants by
and other available information were
obtained dunng this process and then

reviewed.

-, The Commission ."approach'ed- the field
study in higher: education independently
of its inquiry into the eight federally-

assisted programs. The Commission was-

interested primarily in the use of age as a
factor in admission pohcles and proce-
“dures; the variations in age-related poli-

cies among disciplines within a single

institution or among various fields of
study, le,- medicine, law, engineering,
social sciences; the relatlonshlp of age to

 other entrance criteria, i.., grade point

average, standardlzed test scores, and

relat,ed i’act,ors. and fhe vrell'ationship of o

age to academlc suooess

Smee research mto hlgher educatlbn'

"~ was solely concerned with the use of “ag'e .
as a criterion for decigionmaking and since - -
“the area did not interrelate with the other .
federally-assisted programs, the Commis-

sion d rmined that considerations for

program field study sites need not control -

for selection of the educational institu-
tions studied. Indeed, the most important -
variable was the kmd ofinstitution and
seconda'ﬁ‘ly its geographic - location. Be-

~ cause of available resourcee{\zhe Commis-

‘sion glecided to confine its

fforts with
regard to education to areas: ‘close to

- Washington, D.C., except.that work would .

also be done in the sites selected for public .

Eheanngs The Commission selected 52

institutions of higher education, t,akmg
into account factors such as size of

- enrollments; whether they were 2-year or

4-year institutions and had graduate and

- professional schools; and whether they

were publicly maintained (Federal, State,
local, ‘State and local, and State-related)

or pnvately conitrolled institutiong. The -

Commission’s interviews involved the fol-
lowing . types of educatlorfal officers,
though not all types were interviewed at
every institution: .

Director of Admissions
| Director of Financial Aid

Director of Career Plenniﬁ'g/P]acement
Diréctpf of Counseling/ Testing |

 Registrar



ﬁoan\of Undergraduate Admlsslons J
.__....Dean of Graduate Admnssxons
Dean/Admlsmqn Officer for Law

Dean/Admission Office for Medicine

Dean/Admission. Officer. for Education
Dean/Admission Officer for Business -

. { Dean/Adrhissioh Officer for Ijen'ti's-try _ \

Dean/Adesmn ()fflcer for Social -
Work -

Dean/Admis_Sion Officer for Engineer-
ng | : oo .

~ Personnel/Curriculum
Officer :

Before going to any site, all avallable
relevant information about a program’s
operation was collected and reviewed. In
addition, interviewees were requested to
- have avmlable at the time of their inter-
view ‘any public notices about the pro-
gram, outreach materials, annual reports,
statistical summaries, needs assessments,
and program evaluations that the agency
* might have prepared. They were also
- furnished an advance list of the issues
that would pursued during the mt;er-
 view. - s

Pubrlc Hearlngs
~ The act directs the Commlssmn as part

of its study to hold public hearings to elicit
the views of: interested parties, including

,Federal departments and agencies on age

Dé\}elopment .

.dlscnmmatlon a'nd partlcularly, on the-'--'-,'-~~.'
reasonableness of using age to distinguish -
- ...among: potential beneficiaries of federal-. \..
~ ly-assisted programs. It appears that.the - -
Congress expected the Commissiony 'as .

part of its obligation, to produoe not only -

- a record of fact from what ver analysis

and investigation it might pu sue, but also
threpord of viewpoint abtained- primarily
rough a hearings process. The Comrhis: |

sion saw the hearings as an opportunity to E

expand. the information it had developed
through the field study and to gather and -
record the views of public officials and

others on the act and tha “reasonableness” .

of age or age—related dlstmctlons

One basw oonsnderatlon mfluenced the

‘Commission’s decision on the number and

location of the hearings—a desire to

‘broaden. the: geographic. coverage of the

study This involved a concern for produc-
ing a final record of data and viewpoints -
from most regions of the country, and
thus a more generglly applicable report

After consldemng these factors and
assessing available resources and time

‘constraints, the Comniission decided that

it would hold four public hearings, three
of which yould be oriented to programs in-
the specific hearmg location and g fourth,
a national hearing in Washington, D.C.

The choice of hearing sites involved

essentially the same criteria as those used |

to select the field study sites. The Com-

mission algo wanted to expand its effort to -
the exten posmble to cover those Federal
regional areas not covered in the field
study. After weighing demographic infor-
mation on a number of possible sites for
the three field hearings, the Commission

-~
I




selected San Francisco, Denver, and Mi-

. . ami. Sin Francisco was selected primarily .
- to ‘ensure representation- of ‘the largest
‘State in the natipn and because of the

city’s unique racial/ethnie composition,
a\ nver was chosen because of its stetus as
n¢ of the few large cities in the Great
Plamq/Rocky Mountain area, with the

expectation thut administrators in that

area could address the copcerns that
mlght he unique to rural arcas. The Miami

.. area includes one of the country’s largest

*‘concentrations of older people, the group
“that is a primary concern of the act’s
drafters. D(.mogruphlc information for
~ the hearing sites is listed at the end of this
- section.

The Washing‘t()h', D.C., hearing was

intended to be the culmination bf the
hearings process and field work opera-
tions. Unlike the others, the Washington,
D.C., hearing was to have a nationak and

qummdr\ thrust. Because of these differ--

‘ent purposes, the Commission devxsul two
approaches and two sets of ()l)Jectlves for.
meeting the hearing obligation. The fol-
l()wmg ()bJLLthO“X were established for' its
hearings in San ancmo Denver, and
. Miami:. ' |

® To build on and 'exipa%d the body of
information acquired from the field rq
view by receiving testimony that 'wou%
contribute to substantiating, refining,
refuting, or otherwise altering prelimi-
nary findings of the nature, cause, and
extent of age discrimination. |

@ To draw in administrators and others to
explain program behavior that causes or

.

_contribuﬁeé to qélecting out, directly or .
indirectly, potential clients, beneflcume |
- or-participants on thd‘basm of age

0.’1‘0 solicit viewpoin_ts as to w_hat"r_mght

. he cor}sidered reasonable "conditions for
distinguishing among potential clients,
heneficiaries, or participahts on the bwan.

of ugt

® To qohclt remmmehdatlom for sug-
gested general regulations and Federal

enforccmcnt procedures to 1mplem“ the

act..

“The Commmlon conducted as wen a

field review of program operations in the.

hearmg sites similar to that conducted in

adhered closely in its preliminary work for

the hedrings to the same procedures and
~processes. followed in the field Wm'l{ All

relevant program information was re-
viewed before going to hearing. sifes, and

the field sLudy sites. The Commission - -

reqpona]b]e local; State, and Federal offi- -

,;cxals were interviewed in advance of the
‘hearing itself. Questioning at the hearings
‘covered the same subject areas as the f ield

study. The following types of witnesses f'

testified at all of the field hearings:

@ Federal .rcgional office representa-
tives; State and local government and

prwate agency program admmlqtratom
program planndrs; and prov1der<: of social,
health, and employment servnoe

cials, mclud ng members of Con
leutenant governors, State legmlatox‘q
and mayors. |

~ S

C 1

- @ Other Federal State and local 8Kf;fi-. '

et OB



@ Advocate opgani
groups, including. Sta

efid welfare orgamza jons, and youth
advocate _

| “tives. g
.. ‘Administrators of mstltutlom of
higher egucation.,
" .
o C(msumerq and benefncnaneq of ser-
vices or other assistance.

The hedring in Washing'toh, D.C., dif-

- fered from the others in its focus on a

national overview of the issues. By that

- time, the Commisston had “completed an

7 extensive study of 8 Federal programs in
~ 6 areas of the country and had investi-
gated 52 institutions of higher education. -

Through these effoMs the Commission
had identified a. series of issues and

problems that appeared to be common to

each of the programs examined- indepth
and to other federa ly-assxsted efforts and

program-qpecnfnc issues. The Com-mnssnon_

established three general ob_]ectlw;s for
the Washmg'ton D.C. hearmg -

\

X To sohcnt the v1ewp0mts and recom- |

- "mendations of Federal agency officials
“and representatives of selected natlonal
organizétions on the general and speclflc
issues generated by the study efforts.

2 ©® To solicit testlmony on issues or
problems connected with the current :
provisions of the Age Discrimination Act
and on whether these provisions should be

- _‘changed and if 80, in what way.

12 . ¥

Ations for. speclflc
and area offices
~...on_aging and prhlate agmg advocates, . -

-about coordination of .’
v mental proo&asea ‘associ

[ (‘wnl nghts organlzatlom reproéenta—-

. To aohcit teatlmony on wl\nt» reoom- -
‘mendations the Commlasnon ‘might make -
e intergovern-.

mentation’ of the act: and the Federal
~ leadership role in ehmmatmg age dlscnm- -
matlon .

' While the field hearings focuLed on
Federal, State, and local officials responsi-

ble for the programs under. study, &
~somewhat different array of wﬂ;nea?a g
was assembjled for the Washmgton D.C.,

hearing. The Federal programs exafnined
indepth had been selected in part for their

. “representativesnesa” within the Federal
grants structure.. Akhough in some iz

stances problems had been identified that
seemed peouliar to only one program, the
primary objective ‘had been to establish

patterns by which to suggest, to the

extent the evidence allowed, that the
identifiéd problems probably existed in

- other programs not covergd by the study

but within ‘the purview of the act. The :
Washington, D.C., hearing, therefore,

included not only those Federal officials -

responsnble for the programs and the
area of . educatlolxbut others whose
programs would be subject’ to the act. In
addition, national organizations with an
interest in the programs reviewed or in

N the issue of age discrimination were called

to .testify. These included professmna{l :
organizations created* to advocate the -

interests of. certain vulnerable, disadvan- |

" taged, or discriminated agamst/groups
(for example, civil rights groups, ag—mg
brgamzatlons) . o oy

o«
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Soclal

SecurltyAct S

Servlces Under Tltle XX of the Soclal

-*

R - L
Tltle XX of the Socnal Securlty Act authorlzes grants to Stat,es for

Vo

‘part of the cost of providing social services to-individuals and

families.! States may elect to provide, within guidelines set forth
by the law and by ‘the Secretary of Health, Education, and
Welfare, any services directed at enabling dn mdmdual or famlly
to meet any of the five ‘goals. of the program. These -goals are:
achieving or,maintaining economic self-support to prevent, reduce,
or eliminate dependency; achieving or maintaining self-sufflclency \

‘including’ reduction or prevention of dependency; preventing or

remedying neglect, abuse>or explontat;on of children and adults
unable to protect their own interests or preserving, rehabilitating,

- or reuniting families; preventing or reducing inappropriate
~ institutional care by providing for commumty-baséd care, home-

based care,-or other forms of less intensive care; or securing
referral or admission for inst tutlonal care when other forms of {
care are not approprlabe or prov:dmg services to mdmduals in
mstltutlons 2 -

Review of the Tltle XX socjal services prog'ram revealed
discrimination on the basis of age in several areas. State\
legxslatures in 'making decisions about how funds for s::)a]
services will be spent, convert the Title XX program in

program for certain age groups by mandating age-specific

_ programs. State and local program administrators} without

authorization in Federal law, also employ policies and practices.
that restrict participation in serv:ces supported under 'I‘1tle XX to
certam age g'roups _ :

(R Socnal Services Amendmenta of 1974, Pub. L. No.

' 98-647, 88 Stat. 2887 (1974); as amended by Pub. L. §§1897-1897f (West Supp. 1977)]. -
No. 94 _120 89 Stat. 609 (1975); Pub. L. No. 94-401, - ? 42 U.\S.C.-‘§1897 (Supp. V 1975).

% Stat, 1215 (1076) [oo.'d.ified at 42 USCA.




The Commission. found that States’ allocation of social service
_ funds follows historical patterns of spending under which different -~ -
- age groups have not been'treated equitably. By adhering-to'these
“patterns, administrators have continued -the inequities. Another ...
area of discrimination om the basis of age identified by the -
Commission was that -agencies and organizations with ‘whom
. States contract for the provision of services set ¥nauthorized age
limits for participating in their programs. . .\

\

The Commission also found that Quti'eaéh is either not conducted, - .
or is conducted in a very limited way that results in some age .

groups not knowing about or having access to the programs.

- Finally, the Commission found that the existence of ‘other funds
~ for services programs for older persons is used by administrators to

justify their not making Title XX resources available to older -

persons on an equitable basis.

‘ Prog'ra"@ DOs;’:rlpﬂ‘oh

The -’Sz)_cial Services; Amendrﬂents of

1974 were signed into law on January 4,
1975, and added a new Title—Title XX—

to the Social Security Act of 1936.3 Title

XX consolidated social services programs
that had been in effect previously and
authoriZed States to expand their popula-

pr_()\'r-isioqé“ of :-Title'"I_V%A'_of the act; aid to
families with dependent children,* and the - .-
social services ‘authorized under Title VI

of the act fof low-income aged (65 or

over), blind, and disabled persons receiv--

ing of Supplemental Security Income
(SSI) and/or State supplements to the

~ Federal SSI payment.

“tion coverage and. provision ef social
services. It ‘replaced the social services

3 Social Services Amendments of 1974, Pub. L. No.
93-647, 88 Stat. 2387 (1974); as amended by Pub. L.
No. 94-120, 89 Stat. 609 (1975); Pub. L. No. 94401,
90 Stat. 1215 (1976) [codified at 42 U.S.CA.
§§1897-1397f (West Supp. 1977)]. '

+ 42 U.S L. £§601-609 (1970).

» Social Security Amendments of 1972, Pub. L. No.

92-608, §302, 86 Stat. 1829 (1972). Cash assistance
for the aged, blind, and disabled existed prior to
the passage of the 1972 amendments as Titles I, X,
" XIV,.and XVI of the Social Security Act as it had

_ been subsequently amended [codified at 42 U.S.C."
§§301-306, 1201-1206, 1351-1856, 1381-1385
(1970)]. The 1972 amendments which consolidated .
and altered these  assistance provisions under

" The new law granted more discretion to

State governments than they had under . -

newly -created Titles VI (Grants to States for

Services to the Aged, Blind or Disabled) and XV.I

" (the Supplemental Security Incone Program) of

the Social Security Act were made effective
Janaury 1, 1974. Title VI was then:repealed when

"Title XX was enacted in 1975. Both cash assistance
and social services for low-income, dependent

children and their relatives were authorizetl under

Title IV—M the Social Security Act. When the

Title XX program was enacted, States were still

required to provide services to dependent children

receiving cash assistance, but were required to do
80 as part of the new Title XX program. 42 US.C.
§1397a(a)4XA) and (B) (Supp. V 1975).

15



' | | thc prevmus programs to declde whom t.o"'_'
 serve and what social services to provnde -
.. Title IV-A and Title VI had mandated the

; provxsmn of specific packages of services

in order for States to . receive Federal
reimbursement for social services.8 Title
XX establishes- broad program’ goals to

must be dlrected

° achlevmg or mamtaining economic self-

support to prevent, reduce or ehmmate' '

-dependency;
Ps

- @ achieving or maintaining qelf—sufflclen- )
¢y, including reduction or prevention of -

dependency;

® preventinglo‘r_f remedying neglect, abuse,

or exploitatioh of . children and- adults
" unable ‘to protect their own interests, or

preserying, rchablhtatmg, or reumtmg
famlheS\ | .

® preventing or reducing inéppropriate
institutional care by providing for commu-
nity-based care or other forms of / i
intensive care; or o -

® securing referral or admission for
institutional care when . other forms of

‘care are not appropriate, or pmv1dmg
services to individuals in mstltutlons 7

‘The law also specnfles;types of expendi-
tures for which a Stafe may not receive
Federal relmbursemént 8

'3 45 C.F.R. §§22O 15- 23)24 22040»22047(1973)
" 42 U.S.C. § 1897 (Supp. V 1975).
* 42 US.C.A: §13978.(a)(7H13) (West Supp. 1977).
4 42 U.S.C. §1897a(a)(3)(Supp V 1975).
| Vo . '
16 - ' ‘
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Wlthm the boundanee of these goals
and hmitatxons, the Federal government
will reimburse the States for.any services .|

 directed-at the program's goals. The broad__ L
 discretion of the States in choosing servie-
-8 is suggested by the followmg provmon
of theact: ~

E Whlch services a State e]ects to provnde

~.the Secre
ment to'any -
-any expendlture on the
is not an expenthture
~ sion of a service or is not an expendi-
ture for the provmon of a service
o dlrected at a goal.,. -

tate with respect to

In other words unless the law prohibits an.

service claimed by a State may not be

-disallowed on the ground that it is not, in

fa(:t a Title XX servnoe

Title XX also gives States dlscretnon to

provide services to persons. who had not
been eligible for social services under the

_ prevnous programs. To receive social ser-
vices under’ the Title IV-A and VI pro-

may not deny pay- o L

und thatit .
r the provi- -

'expendlture Federal reimbursement of a

grams, persons.-had to be current former,

or potential recipients of, or appllcants
for, cash assistance under AFDC or SSI.10
ThlS meant that they had to be either 65

or over, blind, or disabled, or have depen-

dent chddren to qualify for social services.
Under the Title XX social services pro-
gram, individuals may receive social ser-
vices if they receive AFD@ payments or
have their needs taken into account in
determmmg the needs of an individual

who receives ‘.FDC payments if they

10 Pubhc Welfare Amendments of 1962 Pub. L.

(1962)

87-543, Title I, §§101(a)(1) (bX1)a), 76 Stat. 173 )




receive SSI program beneflts or State-
| qupplemtntary paymenta or if they are
‘meémbers of -families” who - have - incomes
within & maximum allowable levelperm1t-'
" ted to be established by each State.tt

The income eligibility provision enables
* States, if they choose, to serve previously
ineligible persons--persons without de-
pendent children and who are not aged,

blind, or disabled. The act requires, how-

ever, that 50 percent of all Federal funds
paid to a State for Title XX services
upenditureq ‘he spent to assist persons
who receive or are ellglble to receive cash
assistance under AFDC, SSI benefits, or
State supplementary payments persons
whose needs are taken into account in
determining the needs of AFDC recipients
or who are eligible to have their needs
taken into account in determining the\
needs of AFDC recipients or eligibles;
persons whose income and resources are
taken into account, in determining the
amount of SSI hg

would be taken-into account in determin-

mg the amount of quch benefits or. .

: pay ments to he paid to an ellg’lble individ-
ual; or persons eligible for, asqlstance
under the Medicaid program 12 ‘

1 4241:8.C. §1897a(a)(5) and (B) (Supp. V 1975)

12 42 UL.S.C: §139Ta(a}4) (Supp..V 1975). “State
qupplementurv payments” -are those cash pay-

ments made by a State on a regular basis to a
persen receiving SSI benefits oF to a person who -

- would, but for his income be eligible to receive
. such benofm as assistance -based on need .in
supplementation of such beneﬁts §1‘397f(1) (Supp
V 1975).

13 42 U.S.C. §1395a(aX6) (Supp V 1975) Median

incomes are adjusted for family size according to

the following peregntages: one person-- -52 per-

fits or State supple- .
mentary payments bemg pald to an
individual, or whose income and resotirees

Ao .

~ Title XX does mnot. prescribe specific
“income levels that States must establish;
- rather,-it-establishes the maximum-level
~ above which persons are not ehgnble—-—llS
- percent of the medianAncome of a family
of ‘four in the State, adjusted for family-
" size in accordance with regulations pre-

scribed by the Secretary 13 The act also

- prov1des that if ‘a-State elects to provide

services to persons whose incomes exceed
80 percent but not 115 percent of the
median income, the State must charge
those persons a fee.!* States may also
charge fees to persons with incomes at or
below/80 percent. of the median, but the
statute does not require it.1% A State may
establish different income criteria for
different services, different categones of
individuals, or different geographlc ar-
88.8 16

The median incomes and the income

criteria selected by the States included in

" the Commission’s study. are ‘presented in

table-1.1, They show the wide variation in.

States’ éemswns on setting income eligi-

bility levels. "In some States, income
eligibility: levels ‘are the same for all ar-
most c;ervwes ‘In” other States, ‘;everal

;dlfferent income levels have been estalbi-
“lished for different serwces x

© cent; two—pemon famlly 68 percent threeﬂperson

family—84 percent; four-person family 100 per-
cent; five-person family—116 percent; six-person
family—182 percent; for each additional family -

member above six persons, the State shall add 3

percentage points to the percentage for a family of -
six. 42 Fed. Reg. 6842, 5858 (197]) (tobe QOdlfled in
45 C.F.R. §228. 60(d)(2))

"1 42 U.8.C. §1397a(a)6) (Supp. V 1975).
15 42 U.S.C. §1897a(a)5) (Supp. V 1975).. -
- 18 42 Fed. Reg. 5842, 5851 (1977) (to be codified in

45 C.F.R. §§228.24-228.25).
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Cpll!omla ,

Colorado

Florida

. 1Hinois

AFDC

Table 1.4 S I

] Modlnn lnoomo nnd !Ilglblllty Lovbls for Famlllu of Four tpr soloctod mm !or o
- : October 1, 1976, throuqh 80ptomb¢r 30, 1977 s -

ltondn

Tho Stato Ievel for oorvlcu for all countin but one la 80%-
except for the following services:

AFDC
Employment - R
SSi

“Work lctlvlty/workahopa and programa 1or Dovolopmontally'
Dlsablod individuals . _

Out-of-Home Care for Adults

In-Home Supportive Servicés (Only ollglblo If meet all but .
‘income criteria- for SSY) ot

B84%-115% Mod/an lncomo

hild” Day Caro~849€ ‘axcept current consumer or protoc-
tive case;. then ollglblllty to 115%

80% excépt for Adult Fostor Care whlch. Is Ilmltod to SSI
and Asslstanco Payment atatus :

AII sorvicas avallable to 61% oxcopt |oqal urvicoa (36%) '
and Nura!ng Homo Sorvlcoa (78%) ’ .

Legal Services

aroc-ssi /
Day Care for Aduits

AFDC/SS/ and Qonor_al A8§_l_l~fll_7_(_7~9 to_ (80% )
Chors and Housekeeping Service

Health Related Services

Home and Fin&ncial Management

Houslng Improvement

Employment Services

Education and Training

Transportation '

65% )
‘Unmarned P;rents Sorvlcos C®

80%

Adoption .

Day Care for Chiidren

Day Training'for Special Needs

Foster Care )
_Services for the Blind and Partially Sighted
Services to the Handicapped

Short Term Evaluation #

Soclal and Rehabilitation Services
Transitional Services

L Homomakor

Outpatient Drug Abuse Services
Resldential Treatment
Outpatiant Services

Work Release

- ____________ ]
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Maine

Texss

Washington

Median lncomq nnd !qulblllty Levels for Families of Four for wootod mm '°r_‘_"_*'

lelo1 1 (oom'd)

OotoboM 1976" !hrouoh top\ombir 30 1977

 Mississlppi

wediane
Ingome

12 (173

13,924

Modlan

11562

!0% oll 118%

Mod

10, 042

12321

'14435
13208
e

16013

7

s
Il_?t_yd'nxﬂ

All urvlcoa avallablo 1o 72% of modlln lnoomo oxoopt tor -
‘Campsrship, which is limited to AFDC reciplents or eseential . -
parsons, child welfare roclploms or handlcappod or rotlrdod -
' ch(ldron .

AII urvlcos avallablo to 80% of modhn incomo oxcopt tor )
. Day Care for Children snd Adults, ‘Work Actlvity Service, -
‘services for davelopmentally dlublod chl!dron. all of whlch
are avauablo o 116% .

.All urvlcu lvallable ko 80% of lncomo s

P i et N

26 of Toxas 34 sorvlcos are lvallablo to 00% . .
8 additional services are avallable to aged, bllnd and dls~
abled adults to 65% of the median chors . urvlcu family -
care services, homemaker services, day. actlvlty sorvlco Vo
home dellvered or congregate moa!s.capoclll services pro~ -
vided by fostér family homes heaith related aervlcu wnd
altemato llvlng plana

Servlcos are avallablo to 80% of tho modlan with tho'.."_ﬂ.
tollowing oxcoptlom 5 : :

¢ Home Dallversd Moalu, avullablo to roclplonts of 8Slor
the State- Supplemental paymant ' .

e The State medlcal asslatance progum (FAMO) Whldh
covers persons to 80% of median Income

o Family Plannlng and Alcohollsm urvlcn limited to 50%

¢ Chore Services . |Im|tod to 50% for faml!los and 87% lor’
_ slnglo porsona

Source: * U.S . Depariment of Health, Education, and Waeltare. Soclnl nnd Rohnbllnonon Sorvico Action Tnn:mmnl SRS AT 76 4 (CSA) Jlnuny 8, 1978

b U.S . Department of Health, Education, and Waeilare, Oftice ot the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluu!lon Tochnlcll Notes: Sum-
maries lnd ChlrlCPOHI!/Cl o! Statex' Titie XX Soc:al Services Pllna tor F/gcll Yoar 1977, pp. 8 31

¥

’
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* As a result of 1976 amendments to the

~act, a State may eleet to provide Social

~services to. persons on. the basig of their
- membership in a “group,” without individ-

ual determination of gligibility, if the
State conc]udes that su stantially all of
the persons ‘w

income i not more than 90 percent of the

- median income of a family of four in the

State, adjusted for family size.!”

Informatlon or referral services, protec-
tive Services for children and adults, and
family planning services are available to
persons regardless of their income, if a
State elects to provide such services.!8

Although Title XX allowed States to

~expand the types of services they can.
offer and to extend coverage to individu-

als not previously chglble for social servic-
es, the act did not increase the level of
Federal fundmg available to support

social services. The -social services pro- -

grams under Title IV-A and Title VI of
the Social Security Act had authorized the

11 42 US.CA. §139Ta(a 14X A) (West Supp. 1977).
Child day care services except for services provid-
ed to a child of a migratory agricultural worker
are excluded from the group.eligibility authoriza-
tion (§1397a(a)(14XB)). In addition, Federal regu-

~ lations requige that except for runaways, eligibili-

ty determination for services directed at the goal
of ‘preventing or remedying neglect, abuse, or
exploitation of chikren or adults unable to protect
thclr own mtcrests (commonly referred to as
“protective services”) must be made on an individ-
ual basis. 42 Fed. Reg. 5842, 5861 (1977) (to be
codified in 45 C.F.R. §228.65(b)). _

.18 42 US.CA: §1397a(a)6) . (West Supp. 1977).
Although family planning services are not man-

" dated to be provided under the provisions of Title’

XX, Title IV of the Act (Aid to Families With
Dependent Children) requires that as a condition
to receiving funds under Title-IV-A, the State

Title TV A plan must provide as part of the State’s

20

‘receive the service are
members of families whose monthly gross

‘Federal Government to reimburse States
for 76 percent of their legitimate expendi-
‘tures for. social services.!® No ‘limit on ...
| appmpnatlons exnsted for these programs =
-until 1972, when the Cong'ress placed & .
$2.5 billion ceiling on the funds that thc_ :

. Federal Government would make avail-
“able.20 When  the Congress passed the

Title XX social services program, the $2.5
billion ceiling (exclud'mg funds for person-

_nel training or retraining) was retained.?!’
~ The law provides for a formula, based

" primarily on the ratio of the population of
each State tb the population of the 50
States and the District of Columbia, by
which the $2.6 billion is dlstnbuted among-

the States, and thus limits the expendi-

tures for whl_ch a State can be reimbursed . -
with Federal funds.?? Although a State .

can spend more than its Federal gllotment
for social serviees, it is not reimbursed
with Federal funds. for expenditures ex-

ceeding its ceiling. The Federal Govern-

ment reimburses 5 percen.‘of each
State’s allowable expenditures’ for all
social serwces except family planning, for

S

program for the pI‘()VlSI()n of serviees under Tltle o

XX for the development of & program-for each
~ appropriate relative and dependent child receiving
AFDC and for those whose needs are taken into -

account in dctu‘mmlng eligibility for AFDC, for

preventing or reducing the incidence of births out

of wedlock and otherwise strengthening family -

life, and’ for implementing such program by
assuring that in all appropriate cases (including
midors who can be considered to be sexually
active) family planning services are offered to
them. 42 U.S.C. §602(a}15) (Supp. V 1975).

19 Public. Welfare Amendments of 1962, Pub. L.

87-542, Title I, §101(aX1), (bX1Xs) and (b}2) (A%

(C), 76 Stat. 1973 (1962).
20 Act of Oct. 20, 1972, Pub. L. No. 92 512, Title

1I1, §301(b)(1), 86 Stat. 946.

21 42 U.S.C. §1397a(aX2KA) (Supp. V 1975).
22 42 U.S.C. §1397a(a)}2) (Supp. V 1975).

'tJ
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| which the Federal Government réimburs-

es 90 percent of a State’s costs.??

Retentlon of - t,he $25 billion cellmg :

meant that States that had been spending

~ at their cellmg under Title IV-A and Title
VI were not in a position to expand their

social services programs under Title XX or
to offer services to newly eligible persons
unidss they did so with State monies.?4 In
addition, because of population shifts that

caused allecation of the $2.5 billion to
differ from that under the Title [V-A and *

Title VI progranfs, several States actually
received less. Federal funding under Title
XX than under the previous programs.2®

Few States, however, had been spending

their full allotment of Federal funds

~under the earlier programs, so most of

- them did have the opportunity to’ expand

their services and/or extend coverage to’
~persons previously ineligible to receive

serviees. 28

To be eligible to receive Title XX funds,

each State must develop a State plan and
a services plan:2” The State must submit
the State plan to the Secretary of Health,
Education, and Welfare for approval.28 To
be approved, the State plan myab provide,
among other things, that the QT execu-
tive officer of the State, or erwise
provided by the laws of the 3
 .designate an appropriate agency to
administer or supervise the administration
- of the State’s program of Title XX Social
services; that an opportunity for a fair
hearing before the appropriate State

23 42 U.S.C. §1397a(a)1) ( H’ V. 1975).
¢4 Jerry Turem and othu'q e Implementation of

Title XX: The First Year's Experience (draft)

(Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute, 1976), p. 9
(hereafter cited as Implempnmtwn of Title XX ).

‘- ______” Ibid.

.

., will-

agency wnll be g'ranted to“any mdwlduaf |

‘whose clalm for a Title XX social service is

denied or is not acted upon with reason-
able promptness; that use or dlg;cloqure of .
" information obtained in connection with

the administration of the State’s Title XX

social services program concerning apph- o
cants for and recipients of those service
will be restricted; that no durational

residency or citizenship requirerpent will

be 1mposed -as'a condition to participate in
the program; that if the State Title XX-
program includes services to individuals
living in institutions or foster homes, as

~ State authority or authorities which shall

be responsible for estabhshmg ‘or main-
taining standards for such homes will &

designated or established; that the prb-
gram will be in effect in all political
subdivisions of the State; that if the
program includes child day care services,

State authority or authorities which: qhall |
be respomlble for establishing and main-
taining standards for such services will be

“designated or establlshea‘il and that the
~State will ipm'tlclpa.t/e fi
S

ncially in the
provision of services.2® Most States have
designated the State agency that previ-
ously had responsibility to administer
Title IV-A and Title VI, generally called
the department of public welfare, depart-

- ment of public aid, or the human services .

agency, as the agency respongible for the

Title XX program 8o

The State agency desngnated to admin- |
ister or supervise the administration of
the Title. XX social services program is

2 Thid. B | |
21 42 U.8.C. §1397b(d)1), 1397¢ (Supp. V 1975).
2% 42 U.S.C. §1397b{(d}2) (Supp. V 1975).
2 42 U.S.C. §1397h(d)(1) (Supp. V.1975).

x

30 Turem, Implementahon of Title XX, p 51.
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respo'nsib'lel' fo;';imf)ariﬁg the services
- plan, called the comprehensjve -annual
~ services program plan (CASP).3! The

~CASP. must set forth the State’s plan-for
the provision-of¥Title XX setvices during
the year, including, among other things,

® the objectives to be achi¢ved under the
~ program; '

® the services to be provided under the
program, including at-least one service
~ttrected at at least one of the
program goals (as determined by the

. ., State) and including at least three }Stypeq
- of services (selected by the State) for SSI

" beneficiaries who are in need of such

services, together with a. description - of-

their relationship to the objectives of the
program-and the goals of the Act;

® the categories of individuals to.whom

those services are taghe. pro'vided includ-

_ing any categories based on the income of
individuals and their families;

- @ the gcographlc areas in whxch those

services are to be prov ided; and the nature -

and the amount of the qenvkces to be

'provukd in each area;
D

® a description of how the provision of

“services under the program will be coordi--

nated with the AFDC, Child- Wclfare

Services, SSI, and Mealcald programs, and

with other human services programs

within the State, including the steps taken

142 U8S.C Sl‘%97c(2)(Supp \Y 197’5)
T s Id,
33 [d

45 C.F.R §228 3). '
S.C. §1897¢(2) (Supp. V 1975). The act

five

31 42 Fed. Reg. 5842, 5858 (1977) (to be codified in

to assure maximum feamble utlhzatlon of .
services under these programs to meet the

_needs of the low -income population;  °

®a descrlptlon of the_ ste_ps taken, or to be

taken, to assure that the needs of all

residents of, and all geographic areas in,
the State were taken into_account in the
development of the plan.32

Unlike the State plan, the CASP is not
submitted to the Federal Government for
approval, but is approved’ by the chief
executive officer of the State, unless the
State’s laws prov1de otherwise.33 Each
State’s CASP is also reviewed by the
approptiate Federal regional official for
conformity with the requirements of the
law 34 - S

Decisions on the types of services to be
provided, persoris eligible for benefits and
services, the geographic areas where_
services will be offered, and other provi-

" sionsiset forth in the CASP are subject to

public comment.35 At least 90 days before
the beginning of the penod a State has
established as its service program year,

the chief executive officer of the State, or

other official designated by State law,
must publish and make available to the
public a proposed CASP.3¢ Public com-
ment on the proposed CASP must be
accepted for at least 45 days, after which
the final CASP must be published, with an
explanation of the differences between

the proposed and final plans3? Any am- | -

- comprehensive annual services prqgramiplan_is for

the purpose of assuring public participation in the
development of the program for the provision of
the services to be provided under Title XX. 5139’7c .
iﬂ Id

"7 42 U.8 (‘ §1897c(3) and (4)(Supp V 1975)

¢,

1542 U.§
~_ indicates that the publication of the proposed
V - . ¢ 7 . . . -~ .
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 endments to the final pla"n
chapges made in the geographlc coverage '
~ of the program, the services offered, the
- fees charged, or. ‘the categories of persons’
to be served, must fllso be published and

includmg

made available to the public.3® No:pay-

ment may be made under Title XX unless -

these CASP requlrements are ‘met.3®

The desngnated State. agency may pro- |

vide services directly to individugls-—
“through its own staff and facilities—or it
may provide services through contractual

arrangements with other publi¢ or prlvate .

agen(ue% and organizations. 0

The State agency may-eleet to have

some or all of the service providers with
whom it contracts determine individuals’
eligibility to receive services.*! Where this

is done, the individual may contact the

provider agency directly for services, If

the provider is not authorized to deter-

'mine ehg'lblhty, the individual must. either
. go to the ‘dgency where eligibility is
. determined or be referred to that agency
by the provider to have his or her
eligibility determined. States may receive

Federal reimbursement only for providing -
services that are included in the CASP.42

Title XX is administered at the Federal
level by the Administration for ‘Public
Services, Office of Human Development

38 42 U.S.C. §1397¢(5) (Supp. V 1975). - _

19 42 U.S.C: §139Ta(a}3XA) (Supp. V.1975).

© 10 42 Fed. Reg. 5842, 5862 (1977) (Lo be codified in
45 C.F.R. §228.70).

4142 Fed. Reg. 5842, 5860 (1977) (to be codified i in

. 45 C.F.R. §228.61(¢)). In order for the provider to

determine eligibility, . the contract between the

State agency and the provider must provide for

?y gibility determination by that provider.
42 U S .C. §1397a(a);3)(B) (Supp V 1975).

~ tions require’ snmply that each:
~ maintain or supervise the maintenance of
recotds necessary for the proper and
~ efficient administration of the program,
including records regarding apphcatxons -
determination of eligibility, the provision -

8ummary ‘of 1ho Rocbrd

Program Partlclpant:

« Bach State partlclpatmg in the pmgram‘ .

must make such reports concerning its use
of Title XX funds as the Secretary
requires in regulatlons 43 Federal regula-

of services, and admmlstratwe .costs, in

“ '-Servnoes. Department of Health Educa- _—
.tlon and Welfare : - f. .

tate

suth form and containing such informa« -

tion as the Secretary may from time to
time require.4* The specific social services

reporting requiréments (SSRR). that

States.must follow have been set forth to

the States in an  Action Transmittal, =

which requires States to provide informa- |

tion quarterly and annually on recnplents ?

by category of eligiblity, goals and servic-

es, and costs.+® These data may be collect-

ed by 100 percent reporting, sampling, or
a combination of these techniques 48

The reporting requlrements do ‘not,
however, provide a-basis for developing

~ data on participants in the Title XX social

services program. by age. Recnplents of
4 4&U S.C. §1397b(a) (Supp. V 1975).

14 42 Fed. Reg. 5842, 5850 (1977) (to be codlfled m '

45 C.F.R. §228.17).

# U.S, Department of
W'elfare, Social and Rehabilitation Service, Action-
Transmittal: Social Services Repoting Require-

ments (SSRR) (July 1978) pp. 3-1, 3-2 (hereafter

cited as Action Trangmittal )
44 Ibld p 343
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S .80018.1 services are reported by category of

ehg'lbihty-ﬂmt is, whether the- individual ,
- ‘receiving social services is eligible based
- on receipt of AFDC, SSI'(and within this~ -

category, whether the 1nd1v1dual is aged,
blind, "or dlsabled), or Medicaid; on in-
come; qn need for services prov1ded
without regard to income; and by the
‘number of child recipients and adult

recipients within each of the eligibility

categories. States are not requlred to
. réport the ages of recipients of services.t?

~ The social services reporting require-
ments state that ‘‘some of the formsin the
Social Services Reporting Requiréments
“require counts of all social services recj-
- pients; others requlre ‘counts of Primary

Recipients only For purposes of these

" reports, a primary recipient is considered
- tobe— | |

. .an individual with whom or for

"wl()m a specific goal has been estab-

lished and who received social servie-
es for the purpose of achieving that
~goal. Services may also be provided to

members of the Primary Recipient’s
family in-order to facilitate-achieve-
ment of the Primary Redipient’s goal.

These services would therefore be
considered to be received by the

Primary Recipient. Under the Pri-

mary Recipient concept, there may be
more than one Primary Recipient in a
" given family if the level of problem

indicates the desirability of establish- -

“ing a goal for the individual child or

‘adult members of the family. Thus,
-each member of a family with whom

_ or for whom a Spelel(, goal has been

17 Ibid., p. $-6..
48 Ibid., pp. 3-1, 8- 2 -
¥ U8, Department of Health, Educatlon and

- Welfare_ Office of Hum'anﬂDeVdOpm,em Servnces“ R

24

""mestabhshed a'nd who receives soclal'T"m

gervices dlrected at the achievement - L
1 is eonsidered to be a G

“of that

: -'j_-_-anary 1p1ent..48

: For example if a caseworker determmed -

that an AFDC mbther needed day care for

“her children in order to be able to work, .. ¢
the caseworker wuould report that an adult -

was the primary recipient - of ‘child - day
care even though a child actually received

'the service. The child’s (or children’s)
receipt-of the service might not be '

reported at all. This type of reportmg is
fairly commonplace; State agencies re--

~sponsible for Title XX reported to the

Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare that for thg penod between April

- and June 1976, 71 percent of the recipients - - -

of day care services for children were.

'_adults and 29 pereent were children.4®

Most of t_h_e_ reporting forms require
that States report on primary recipients.
of services—the persons for whom goals
are established—rather than on all per-
sons served or the persons: who actually
receive a service.30 Because of this method
of counting primary recipients, even the
data available on the number of children

‘and adults served under the program do

not provide adequate information to as-

sess the ages of program participants.

Another limitation on tbe Title XX data

is that in reporting most of the informa-

tion on social services submitted hy the. |
States, the Department of Health, Educa--
tion, and Welfare consolidptes the data on

Secial Services USA April-June 1976 Pub. No.

. (PHDS) 77-0830, 1977, p. 7 (draft) (hereafter cxted_ :

as Soctal Services U.S.A. April-Jume 1976 ).

% Action Tranemittal, pp. 3-§and 3-10-3-28.




o »Tltle XX wnth data on the States’ servwes-"

tb recipients of social semvices under Title
1V-B ( ild-Welfare Services) and Title
N) of the act"'“ o

Inclus:on of these prog'rams changes to

- some degree the distribution of resources

within categories of recipients, as shown

by data available for January through

March 1976. These data indicate that of all

- primary recipients’ who received services
under Title XX for the quarter January

~ through March 1976, 83 percent were

‘reported as children and 67 percent as
adults. Of those persons, 41 percent were .

recipients of AFDC, 17 percent received
SSI, 30 percent received services on the
basis of their income, and 12 percent
received services without regard to their

income. Within these groups, 43 percent of

all services recipients who were  AFDC
~ eligibles .were children and 57 percent
were adults; 24 percent of persons receiv-
ing services on the basis of their income
were children and 76 percent were"adults;
5 percent of persons receiving social
services based on their status as SSI
recipients were children and 95 percent

were adults; and 57 percent of persons

receiving social services without regard to
‘income weré¢ children and 43 percent were
adults.52 These data are presented in shart
1.1

-~

Data on the children and adults receiv-

ing services under Title XX, Child- Wel-
- fare Services, and WIN for that same
~ period, whlch are presented in chart 1.2,

31 U8, Department of Health, Edugation,” and
Welfare, Social and Rehabilitation Service, Soctal
Services US.A. January-March 1976, Pub No.
(SRS) 77-08300, 1977, p. 5 (hereafter cited as Social
Services U.S.A. January March 1976 ).

.52 Ilnd » - 2 -

Show that 88 percent of ‘all Social semceﬁ; L
recipients were AFDC eligibles; 28 per-

cent (4 percent of whom were Medieaid- w
'."”_fj"ehglbles) were eligible on the basis of .

their income; 15 percent were recelvmg or .

-eligible for SSI; 11 percent were receiving.

services without regard to their income;\ .
6.7 percent were AFDC-WIN ellg1bles,\

‘and 2 percent were receiving or eligible - '-"f'?
for chlld-welfare servnoes 3 R

The Commission was told that the lack
of data by age on recipients of _social
services under Title XX presents difficul-.
ties for advocates for the groups trying to
influence the allocation. of services and

-_resourCes under the Title XX program.

Advocates for older persons made particu-T~ ._ -
lar note.of this problem. George. Tsisma-
nakis, executive director of the: Gulf-
stream Areawide Council on Aging in

* Florida, testified that the Florida Depart- .-

ment of Health and Rehabilitative Servic-
es, the agency admlmstermg the ’I‘ntle XX
program-—

. .cannot prov1de data——or will not
provide data-—showing the number of
elderly who are served under Title
XX. |

The omission of information, the lack

of available information, and the lack = -
~ of research, well within the State’s =
.command, suggests very strongly

that there is discrimination against

the elderl)’ under Title XX.34 .

53 Ibid., p. 8.
54 George Tsismanakis, testlmony, Hea ring Before

. the U.S. .Commission on Cinil Rights, Miami,

Florida, August 22-28, 1977,-vol. I, pp. 198-199
(hereafter cited as Miami Hearing ). -
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Aduit and Child Primary Recipients ob
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 Title XX, Title IV-8, and Title IV-C
' During January-March 19768
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W) Y

< OSSN
Children Adults .

-1.000-1 43%

APDC-WiN  MDICAID cwe

(38%) (28%) (15%) (11%) (6.7%) (4%) (2%)

AFOC L ] (1 1] whl

AFDC = Recipients of Aid to Familias sith Depandent Children
1€ = income Eligible ' )
$i81=Raclpients of Supplementat Security Income : v
WRI=Eligible Without Regerd to Income (Covers femily plenning,
protective services and intormation and referral) )
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1
'



Gllbert Murphy, executlve dn'ector of

Semors! Inc Denver, Colorado, t.estified

| Serv:cea t,o the elder_l
- fxed as adult services.

~ over the : age of 60 or 65, and it is very

difficult in the Title XX plan in the

State to ferret out exactly what

services are being delivered to the p

elderly or to the senior citizens. This

_.--_--‘t.hough ‘he did not, provide information on
. the per&nt of the State’s pogulation tha.t-’

are claasi--'”f‘;' would be

into the *
general claesnflcetlon of all adult -

services would go~ those. people' " that & needs assessment condiictad.by the

Department ‘of Health and' Rehabilitative
rvices in 1997 had shown' that older .
ns were the age ghoup most in need -

of expanded services—that there was an -

makes it impossible for: those. of us

~ who like to- make g case of discrimina-

tion to ferret out pnough information

from the plan to provide hearing.

. * testimony for our department and to
g clari_ff," ow much of this service
actua Y. goes to the elderly. There is

no 'specific defmmo
the elderly in the plan. This is dis-
criminatory because it does not allow

of servwee for -

-

for analysis of the actual dglivery of

services to older people 35

: Deepite the lack of sge data the

Commission did determine thmugh the
field study and testimony at public hear-
ings that the information available op
~ who receives services indicates underser-

vice to certain age groups. Edwin Levine,

interprog'ram planning evaluatlon super-
visor with the Florida State Department
~of Health and Rehabilitative Services,
testified that older persons.do not receive

the same kinds of funding levels under

Title XX as other groups have had.’¢ Mr.
Levine estimated that approx1mately 8

percent of the State’s Title XX funds goes

5 Gilbert Murphy, testlmony, Hear'z Before the
U.S. €Commission on Civil Rights, Denvor Celora-
do, July 28-29, 1977, vol. I, pp. 90—91 (hereafber
cited as Denver Hears

5 Edwin Levme Testlmony, Mw,mz Hearmg, p.
207 o

&

-eanmated

tb | th"é'"hged and adult Population Al.

mndered “adults,”.

overrepresentation of older. persons with -
unmet needs—but no increments in fund-
ing ‘had -been made’ m response to this
. assessment 88 - | R

. Orlandq Romem execut:ve dlrector of
the Denver Department of Social Servic=
“es, testified that he has observed & ¢
'detenoratlon in services to ‘older. persons R

because the child abuse and neglect and

related workload is consuming most of the -

Title XX resources available:

'What haa happened is the work,load ‘
iven'in terms of child
ect and the areas of
families, this has taken almost all our -
, and what we have basically

“we have been
abuse and neg

resou

said is that we will
attention as we possib y
protection of the aged in terms of

y a8 muc

exploitation or abuse. We have tried

to give emphams to. nursing home
Q)laeement and that's about the

extent of ite 'I‘he rest of the staff we

have had has been pretty well dele-

gated bo the protectxon of chlldren 89

5’ Ibid. p 206.
88 Tsnsmanakls Testimony, Munm Hearmg, pp
201-02,

at - Approx mebely 16 peroentf;"-_{_
“of the population of the State'of l_"l'orjda is -
* 65 or.over.5” Mr. Tsismanakis® testified

can to the

59 Orlando Romero Testlmony, Denver Hearmg, p. | | . -

- 108, . _ - .

o

B
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Ray Myrnck actmg program dlrector.:-,..-_.::-“

for thsﬁPubhc Services - Administration of *

 the Office of Human Development (HEW)
-in_ Denver’ testified that, while there was
wxde variation among the States, figures -
showing that in 1976 less than 10 percent

- of the-Title XX money nationwide was

utilized' for services for older people were

““‘probably falrly accurate, based on previ-

ous experience and lookmg at Title VL

one of the [Title XX program 's] predeces- ,

sors. 7’60

Lucy' Ellisori, program dii‘ect(.)r‘o'f the

Public Services Administration, Office of

Human Development, San Francnsco
when asked which age. groups experience
lack of service or an abundance of service

/\under Title XX, responded:

pA

There is a pretty good amoynt for
children perhaps under 6 or 8 years of
age in the form of child car

- good amount for services related to
the infirm or the disabled, ejther in
the form of home health services,
homemaker chore services, or other
kinds of activities. .
that. . .there is a. . .wide defeciency.
or gap in terms of other kinds of

services that could be made avallable -

" that are not .1

Another Federal official with the Ad-

ministration for Public Services in Seattle

- reported to Commission staff that most

services in onhe of the States visited by

80 Ray Myrick Testimony, Denver Hearing, p. 115.

1 Lucy Ellison Testimony, Hearing Before the
U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, San Francisco,
Caltfomza June 27-28, 1977, pp. 177-178 thereaf-
ter cited as San Frrancisco Hearing ).

82 Rlchard McConnell program supervnsor Pubhc

28

, [but] not.
nearly enough, and there 1s a pretty

.[but] beyond

COmmlupn staff are almed at children or
families ‘with children. He added that =
~when funding limitations had forced the

State to make conscious decisions about

which people tb serve under Title XX, it
had “cut off” aduits for the most part

~from reoemng Tltle XX servxoes 62

Stato | L_oglolatur« and Pr

Administrators’ Policles .a Pracﬂcu

State l'eg'lsla‘tures and program admmls- -

| trators circumvent the Title XX planmng .
process and establish age-sgeclflc priori-
h

ties or policies and practicesthat result in
conyerting Title XX into a categorical

program for certain age groups.

One of the principal components of the
Title XX social services program is the
services program plan. No payment may
be made to any State with respect to
expenditures for any service to any indi-_
vidual unless, among other things, the
_State’s services program plannmg meets

the requirements set fofth in the stat- o

ute.83. Such planmng meets the require-

ments.set forth in the statute if, for the = |

purpose of assuring public. pamclpatlon in
development of the plan: (1) the State
establishes the beginning of the fiscal
year of either the Federal Government or
the State government as its services
program year; (2) &t least 90 days before . -
the beginning of the State’s services

~ program year, the chief executive officer

of the State or other such official publish-
es and makes generally available to the

Services Administration, Offlce of Human Devel-

opment Services, Department of Health, Educa- o

tion, and Welfare, interview in’ Seattle, Wash.,
May 5, 1977 (hereafter cited as McConnell Inter-

© view).

% 42USC. §1397a(ax8>(A> (Supp. V 1975).

[P




public a proposed comprehenéive annual
services program plan; (3) public comment

~on the plan is accepted for at least 45

days; and (4) a final eomprehenswe annu-
al services program plan :is developed and
published, -with an explanation of the .

“differences, if any, between the proposed

and final plans.84 Among the infbrmation

" to be included in the proposed and final

plam and to he made available for public

* comment are the objectives to be achieved -

under the program; the services to be
provided; the categories of individuals to
whom the services will be provided; and a
description of the.steps taken, or to be:

taken, to assure that the needs of all

residents of, and all geographic areas in,
the State were taken into account in the
development of the plan.®® Thus, the
statute establishes a clear intent to-assure
public partxmpatmn in the development of
all phases of a State’s social services
program and an apparent presumptadn
that such participation will contribute in

some way toward shaping the final plan.

" The Commission found that in many of
. the States included in the study, these

provisions are not being complied with in
a manner that would appear to meet the

- statute’s intent. Priorities for expenditure

of Title XX services, including age-specif-

“ic priorities that have the effect of making

Titlé XX an age categorical rather than a
general purpose program, are being set by
State legislatures and program adminis-

trators before a proposed plan is devel-

oped and public participation can be
obtained and considered. As a result, the
planning process has little real meaning
because of pre-established priorities, and

. AT EZ VST §1397¢ (Supp. V 1975).

8 42 U S.C 7§1‘%‘)7((Z){A) B) (( and (J)(Supp V

1975).

“

full consxderatlon is not given to who

. .should recewe services.

”"O"n"e' indication of: the i'r!hbéét""sui'te

legislatures have on the allocation of Title -
XX resources and of their ablhty to
frustrate the intent of the services pro-

gram planning process, wa$ found in the - -

State of Colorado’s July 1, 1976, through
June 80, W77, Comprehensive Annual
- Services Program Plan (CASP) That plan
states—

The priorities for spending over
eighty percent’ of the Title XX alloca-
tion are fixed by Colorado law or by
the appropriations bill. Titles 14, 19
and 26 of C.R.S. 1973, as amended
contain legal mandates which have
been incorporated into the service
&an Segarate appropriations have
sen made for day care, foster care,
centered boards, all
n mcorporated into

~+ and communit
of which have
the %rvlce Plan

The limited flexibility in setting -
prlormes which results from the
- existence of legal mandates means.
that the State Department can-make
decisions about only a portion of the
service program. TKe State Board of
~ Social Servwes makes decisions to set’
‘priorities for that portion of the
program not legally mandabed

The mfluenoe of the legislative -
budget review and appropriation pro-
cess in establishing Euman services
program policy is significant. The
- most effective form of citizen input
and partlmpatlon into the decision-

29



makmg groceas for Tltle XX is mput

* to individual legislators and participa- -

, tion at the budget and human servm-
T es commltt,ee meetmgs 6~

- David Ashmore, dlrector of the - Tlltle

XX social services program for the Colora- - -

do Department of Social Services, said:

[A]bout 85 ercent of* the
[Statds Title' XX] funds. . .are ear-
marked through various pieces of
[State] legislation and various laws,
which are very stron in Colorado for

rotective services fg

ave very weak laws in terms of
protective services for adults; we rely
on the probate codes, and we're
pushing this. . . .[T]he law says you

~ must provide these services to anyone
~who has a need for the service, on the .

one hand, and you don’t haveé the laws
~or the mandates or the supﬁ)ort for
administering services, so where are

- you going to go? I think much of what | -

i8 happening 1n Colorado is by default

in terms of how many dollars we have -

and how many laws are implemented

‘and the priorities, and the children

and the families are getting the high
~ priorities in Colorado 87

The age implicatiom of State legisla-
tures’ setting age—spemflc pnormes ‘was -
‘Washington,
Illinois, Texas, Florida and California. In

also evident in Missouri,

88 State of Colorado, Department of Social Servic-
es, Comprehensive Annual Services Program Plan:

" The Title XX Social Services Plan for the State of

Colorado, July 1, 1976 June 30, 1977 (1976), pp. 75,
77. Day care is defmed in the Colorado CASP (p.

" 40) a3 care of a child for a portion of a day, but less

than 24 hours. _
97 David Ashmore Teqtlmom, Denzer Hmmng p.
30

or children. We -

Mlssourl, Comrmssnon staff were told by
the director of the State’s Title XX social
‘services program, and by an admlmstrator |

gram, that action by the State legislature '

\\:;a local -Title XX -social services pro- -
had a strong influence on the struc-

- ture of social services. prov1ded under Title
“XX. They said that the State legislature
had passed a child abuse and neglect law
in August 1975 that included strong
“penalties for non—comphance by adminis-
trators and others, and had designated the
“agency responsible for administering Title
- XX as the agency to implement the new
legislation. No new State funds, however,

were appropriated by the State legislatire

to implement the program, so the agency
operated it with Title XX funds that had
‘qupported the provision of protective
services to adults. Protective services for.
adults, which had been offered in every
county, were eliminated in" all but three
cities in -the State® These Title XX
administrators said that the agency could

do, this, because it is mandated by State

law to provide. a specific program of
_services to children but hag-only & general
“mandate to provide services to adults.8®
The dipector of the State agency designat-
ed to administer Title XX in Missouri and °
‘the member of his staff who developed ,
- State’s \Title XX comprehensive anng
services plan said that because the budget
is developed before the planmng cycle is

completed, resource allocation is not done n

68 Dwain Hovis, deputy director for social services,
* Division of Famlly Services, Department of Social
Services, interview in Jefferson City, Mo., Apr. 7,
1977 (herezif.ter cited as Hovis Interview); Paul
Nelson, director, St. Louis City Office, Divigion of
Family Services, Department of Social Services,
interview in St. Loms Mo., Apr. 5, 197"hereafter ’
cited as Nelson Interview). '
9 Thid. 7 ;




~on the basis of the Title XX planning or

needs assessment activities. They said that
it is.difficult, if not impossible, to relate
needs assessments done as part of the
planning process to the allocation of funds
because of the legislative mandates that
determine where funding will be directed

regardless of needs assessment findings, 7

Commission staff were  told by the
director of the social services branch of
the Texas Department of Public Welfare
that the department is mandated by the
Texas Family Code to provide protective
services for children and by Federal
legislation to provide at least three servie-
es to SSI recipients, and that the Depart-

ment concentrates its resources on serving’

children and SSI recipients as a result of
these mandates. He commented that 1978
would be the first year that the planning
processes called for in the Title XX
program would be fully implemented
because the State legislature, which meets

on a biennial basis, had approved the 1975

and 1976 budgets for'social services,

'inc]uding appropriatibn of funds for spe-

cific services and activities ,prlor to imple-

mentation of the Title XX prggram. He

said that because of this action, few .

changes in services could be made dumng
development of the Title XX plan for each
of these years.”! -

Similarly, in-Illinois, a staff member of
the office reqponsuble for the Tltle XX

70 H()\H Interview,

7t Burt Raiford, director, Sacial Services Branch
Department of Public Welfare, interview in Aus-
tin, Tex., Apr. 27, 1977.

2 Mur} Ann Eckert, staff assistant to-the chief,

Buruw of Social Services, D(% ment of Pubhc
Aid, ipterview in Springfield, 1L,
(hu*u ft(r ut(d as Eckert Intmu\a)

May 18, 1977

plén said that during the development of
~the plans for both the first and second
~yedrs of the program’s operation, there

was pubhc part1c1pat10n but -that there =
could be little change in either year’s plan

because budget decisions for the State had - i

already heen made.” The special assistant
to the Governor for social services in the
State said that priorities regarding what
services will be provided under Title XX
and to whom, are established in the

pudget process, which had preceded the

Title XX program planning process. He
added that the Governor’s office is trymg
to create a situation where the agencies’
budgets ‘and the Title/XX - plan will be
submitted at the same time to-the Gover-
nor's office, after which a comprehensive

plan would be sent to the'legi(lature.Tf*

Staff learned that in Callforma 10 of
the 24 social services provided in the State
are required by State law and were in
existence at the time the Title XX pro-
gram was implemented, and further that -
a number of these are age-specific. The 10
services are: information and referral;
prot,ective services for children; protective
services for adults; out-of-home care
services for children; out-of-home care
services for adults; child day care services;
health related services; famlly planning;
in-home supportive services for aged,
blind, and disabled persons; and _employ-
ment-related services for AFDC reci-
pients.”

73 "Tom Berkshire, special assistant \Lol the Gover- *

nor of Illinois for social services, interview in
Chicago, Ill, May <1977 (hereafter cited as

. Berkshire Intervxew)

74 State of Californih, Comprehensive " Annual

Services Program Plan-—July 1, 1977 June 30,
1978, (1977), pp. 8-9.
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Edwm Levme of the Florlda Depart-

ment of Health and Rehabilitative Servic-
.~ es testified that in Florida
of .dollars in the propoqedail‘

based on the recommended budget that

the allocation
itle XX plan :
‘including services to specific groups, is

the Governor submits to the State leg'lsla- .

ture. Mr. Levine said that the governing
document for allocation -of resources un-

“der the Title XX plan is the final appropri-

ations act of the ‘legislature. He stated
upon questioning that the . department
which was holding public meetings around
the State on the proposed Title XX plan at
the time the, legislature was considering
the appropriations bill, did not make any
specific requests for increases or decreases
in funding that had a Title XX component
while the legislature was in session.”

The importance of State legislative
action was also noted in Washington
State. A regional planner for Title XX in
the Washington Department of Social and
Health Services said that the State legis-

lature had mandated protective and foster.

care services for children and that this
mandate had had a major impact on the
allocation of resources under the Title XX
program.’® The chief of the department’s

Office of Family, Children, and Adult .

Services told Commission staff that the

State legislature also mandates adoption

services, juvenile delinquency prevention,
and congregate care. He said that while
the department has operated an active

T Lav lneTestlmony, MwmzHeamng,p 204.

76 Patricia Solberg, Title XX planner, Region-4,
Department of Social and Health Services, inter-
view in Seattle, Wash., Apr. 25, 1977 (hereafter
cited as Solberg Interview).

"7 William Quick, chief, Office of Famlly, Children

‘ ‘and_ Adult Services, Bureau of Social Services,

Community Services- Division, Department of

32
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adult protective services program, legisla: - w7

tion is needed to put adult protective ==

services on a par with child protective =

- services, . Such legislation, he-said;, had --
been mtroduoed that year, but'its chances o

for passage were rated as only falr .

'I‘he Commission f'ound that in ad_dltlon

to directly influencing the age groups to

whom Title XX services are provided,
enactment of age-specific State legisla-
tion can also influence who receives Title
XX services-by affecting the allocation of
staff to provide services to adults and

' chlldren ;

Missouri’s proposed Comprehensive An-
nual Services Program Plan for July 1,
1977, to June 30, 1978, states:
primary method of implementing services
authorized by these [State] laws is by
utilizing State appropriations to employ .
social service workers 778 | |

Commission staff were told that before -
the State child abuse legislation was
enacted, the Missouri Department: of
Social Services had distributed staff posi-
tions for provision of direct services to the
city and county welfare offices according
to their proportion of the State’s aid to’
families with dependent children and .
supplemental security income populations.

‘After enactment of the child abuse law,

staff who had been providing dlrect
services to adults were elther transferred

Social and Health Services, interview in Olympla
Wash,, May 2-3, 1977 (hereafter cited as quck
Intervnew)

78 State of Mlssourn Department of Social Serv1c-
es, Missouri Division' of Family Services, Proposed
Comprehensive Annual Social Services Program -
Plan, Program Year July 1, 1979, to June 30, 1978

(1977), p. 9. #
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~to the section of t‘he department \spons

~ ble for purchased services, or were made

- responsible .for providing services in con-
‘nection with child abuse. Social workers in

the department had objected to this

change because they believed that unless

direct services were available in each
county welfare office to adults, the elderly.

~ would be neglected.”®

~ Shirley Harris, social servites adminis-
tration supervisor for the Adams County,
Colorado, Department of Social Services,

testified that the State legislature’s prior-

ity on child abuse and foster care has
resulted in discrimination against older
persons, whom she defined as persons 50
or over. Ms. Harris said that the ratio of
staff working with adults to staff work-
ing with children in her department was
set as 1 to 8, and that this priority

'expendltures for whlch the Federa] Gov-

resulted, in part, because of the mandated

programs.8o

The Commission found that Title XX

program administrators also establish
policies and practices that result in con-
verting Title XX, or certain of the services
provided under the program, into an age-
specific program. Somie limitations on
“participation by certain age groups have
been a consequyence of States’ selection of
the categories'of individuals who will be
provided services. .«

As stated earlier, the statute sets forth
only two requirements regarding the
categories of eligible persons States must
elect to serve. First, 50 percent of the

7 Hovis Interview; Nelson Interview

80 Shirley Harris Testimony, Denver Hemznq, p.
107. . .

81 42 U.S.C. §1397a(a)(4) (Supp VY 1975).

82 42 U.S.C. §1397¢(2) B) (Supp. V 1975).

ernment makes- payment to a State for

Title XX social services must be spent for
- services to individuals who are eligible for ~— 7

or receiving AFDC or whose needs are
{akeh into account in determining the
needs of these individuals; who are receiv-

ing or eligible for SSI benefits or State

supplementary payments or whose income
and resources-are- taken into account in
determining the amount of benefits; or

“who are eligible for Medicaid.8! Second,

the State’s comprehensive annual services
program plan must set forth, the services
to be provided under the prog'ram includ-
ing at least three types of services to SSI
recipients in need of such services.82 -

Except for these requireme’nts States
may provide any services to any catego-
ries of individuals as long as they identify
the services and categories of persons to
receive them in the plan. If, for example,
administrators elect to provide certain
services bnly to recipients of AFDC, as

‘was done for receipt of employment

services: in California,33 they effectively
limit receipt of those services to personsin
the age groups who comprise the State’s
AFDC recipient populatlon Assumlng
that persons receiving AFDC in a State
are similar in makeup to persons receiving -
AFDC in all States, selection of only
AFDC recipients for services would, for
the most ‘part, limit receipt of those
services almost exclusively to women, who
constitute almosy 90 percent 0?

recipients of AFDC nationally, and fur-
ther, to women between the ages of 19

RS BJ.S., Department of Health, Education, and ‘
Welfare Office of the Assistant Secretar) for
Planrqng and Evaluation, Technical Notes: Sum-

 maries and Characteristics of States Title XX

" m
g

Social Services Plans for Fiscal Year 1977, p. 27.

. | 33
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. and 40, who make up 75 peroent of adult.:

.._'?Y".- .

women receiving. AFDC 84

Slmllarly, limiting reoexpt of some ser-"'

'vices to SSI recipients;if a.State’s recipi- -
_ent population compared with nal

data, would create & recipient populatlon.

. almost exclusively comprised of persons 50 -

‘or over, since, according to the.  Social-
'Securlty Admmlstratlon of the Depart-
 ment of Health, Education, and Welfare, -
. persons 50 or over were T8 percent of
adults receiving federally-admlmstered_'
SSI payments (including federally-admin-

istered State supplements) in December
1976. (Shghtly over 50. _percent of the

“*adults receiving SSI were receiving bene- |
fits as “aged” persons, with the remaining

-adults receiving benefits based on blind-
ness or dlsablhty Children who were blind -

- or disabled were less than 4 ’er;cent of all
. _SSI rec1p1ents during thls same perlod s

~_ Other restnctlons on recelpt of services
by specific age groups, -however, have

) resulted from the establishment by State

~ or local administrators of speclflc age

limitations on receipt of services, or

 selection of specific age groups for receipt

of services. For example, the Plan for

Public Aid Services for the Illinois De- .

‘partment of Public Aid, published in April
1976, included age requirements. in the

_ deflmtlons of some of the services offered: .

by the Department. These services, and

8¢ U.8., Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare, National Center for Social Statlstlcs
unpublished data for May 1975.-
8% U.8;, Department ofy Health, Education, and

- -Welfare, Social Security Admlmstmtlon data

provided by..Virginia Kirschbaum, dlsablhty 8

cialist, Division of Rehabilitation Programs, Bu-

reau of Disability Insurance, SSA.

- 8 State of Illinois, Department of Public Aid,
¢ Nllinois Welfare and Rehabilitation Services Plan,

- 34

Q da.y care for chlldren under ag'e 13

0 education and tninlnl lervicec for”..-._-fr_

persona 18 through&

44

Y services to unmarried parents for_j_

felees 16 bo 39; and . -

° services to WIN purticipants for per- | | o

sons 16 thmugh 64 88

These same services were identlfled mf |

the age requirements raplsi‘i.-,af_-.@;; ‘tnem;*

o family planning for pemm 15 thmuzh :

o foéter 'care‘ for 'c'hildren:imder 18;

the State’s *final comprehensive annual .

“serviees program plan for October 1, 1975,

to June 80, 1976, and in the proposed plan e
for July 1, 1977, to June 80, 1978, but the

age: hmltatlons were not mcluded 87 Thus, -
although this information was not mclud- :

~ed in the proposed Title XX plan made

‘avallable to the public. for review ande

‘comment, the agency administering. the
Title XX | program was evidently applying

R

age-specific restrictions to the Tltle XX-' B

funded services.

In other States vmmed service defml-'

tions were generally not as age-specific,

Volume 2: Plan for Public Aid Services, Fiscal
Years 1977-1979 (1978), pp. 11-81.

#" State of Illinois, Illinois Department of Public
hemwe Annual -Services Plan for

Aid, The Com

Illwne Program_Year October. 1, 1975

roufh June 30, 1977 (19755, pp. 21-486, and State
i

nois, Illinois Department -of Public Aid,

hensive Annual
ear July 30, 1977,

Proposed State of Nltnois Comy
Services Plan .for Program

 through June 30, 1978(1977) PP 23—64

10




L

~ period October 1; 1975, through June 80,"
- 1976, provides for campershlps for Chll-

o dren ‘and “meals for the elderly” and -

“yecreation and SOCl&llZ&thl’l for the elder--
) ly "90 .

Commlssmn staff were also told by
some State and local administrators that -
- even when services are ngt- spemflcally

- defined as being for certain age groups,

- they emphasize certam age.groups in the .’

operation of programs. For example, the

acting director of the Maine Bureau of
Resource Development said that emphams
in _provision of alcohohsm services . is
placed on persons 50 or over, that empha-
sis in day care for children is on those 6 or
~under, and.that emphasis in services to the
mentally ill is on deinstitutionalized adults
- 40 or. over#' The Title XX planner for
region 4 in the State of Washmgton said
that child protective services, child foster

. care, -adoption, child day care, Juvemle

delmquency prevention, and services to
the developgentally disabled were avail-
‘able to persons 18 or under, adult day care
_services were available to persons 18 or
~over, and chore services, placement servic-
es, alcoholism services, "health support

KK AState of Washméton' Department of Social and 7

‘Health Services, Final Comprehensive Annual
Social ,Services Program Plan for the State of
Washmgton FY 1977 (1976), p. 122, _
89 Thid., p. 101. -

#0 State of Maine, Department, of Human Servnc-
es, Bureau of Resource Development, State Plan,

;restnctmg oertam servwes"'f"‘ to particular

- programs mfluence, . w1thout apparej :

: muanco on Hl"(oncal Pmmo

_ _99 Solberg | Intervnew

" but plans dld 1dent1fy oert.am services as
"+ béing for children, youth the el(ferly, ete.  service
" Washington State’s CASP for fiscal year'  ages.® -
T 701977 states that adilt day care serviees .
2 are for “aged- people who do:not requlreif'-'-- '
 24-hour institutional care”ss and that, basi
*"" "child day care is for children -under 16.89 .
~ Maine’s Title XX .CASP. covering the:.

" age’ g'roupe, admmxstra'_ rs of Tltle XX

Justlflcatlon, the ‘age- oomposltlon of per-
sons able to particlpate in the programs

" The Commlssmn found that in the sxtes f :

v1slted as ‘part of the study, Title XX
program administrators often relied on

~historical patterns of- sllocation of-social
services resources to decide how resources

“should be ‘allocated under the Title XX - i

social services program, and that in some -

‘cases, age discrimination resulted because
those -historical patterns themselves had =
“not distributed resources in-an equitable -

manner to dlfferent age g'roupe

The Tltle XX prog‘ram, as mdlcated in
the prog'ram description, replaced 'the . .-
“social services programs that had been
authorized under Titles IV-A- and VI of -
“the Social Security Act for recipients of
aid to families with dependent children
and recipients of aid to the aged, blind, - .-
and disabled. These programs of “social
. services had been in operation, with ..
modlflcatlon, _smoe 1956, when the Con- oy

Somal Services Act of 1974, Title XX (1975) pp 19
and 21 (hereafter citpd a8 ‘Maine CASP). . _
9t Dan Wilson, acting director, Bureau of Re-

source Development, Maine Department of Hu- .

man Services, interview in Augusta ‘Me., May 4,
1977 (hereafter cited as W n Intemew)
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o tive

gress authorlzed provnsnon of semoes by; -~ "subatituted the 1a
w,_,_staff of State welfare: agencies' to appll-”*.-
" +-cants ‘for, and recipients .of, ‘cash ‘assig-
W <'tande for the aboxe named groups. These PORLR:

_ welfare “services’ and family auarvioes98
Famlly servwes were defined as- SN

“ dependent children” and required that’

.sery{ces ‘were -considered- an" admﬁmstra—_'
st of the cash assistance® program

-to -}familiel

”‘3“
with - dependent. children r‘aid .to.

States provme for & m for child

._\.___,;I-.for whlch ‘the.:Federal Government‘ TR T

' - ,‘:'tu&8§3

o In 1962 amendments to the Socxal-' i
| Securlty Act’ expanded the availability of
-~ funds to cover services purchased b the
.. State agencies from other publig or nop-- - - -

- profit private agencies; raised the F

| . share of States’ social. services expendl-;_‘_
_ tures to 75 percent, and authorized reim-

bursement for expenditures for services to

... former or potential applicants for, or
.- recipients of, cash assistance as we]l as for

~ previously - authorized expenditures for
“services to applicants for and recipients of -

cash assistance.?* Also in 1962, amend-
‘menfs were enacted that enabled States,

if they chose, to administer & single -
program of ald to .the aged, Blind, or

disabled and medlcal assnstanoe for “the
aged rather than separate programs 95

The emphasns on social services had

- - increased in both the AFDC program and

in the cash programs for the aged, blind,
and disabled during this developmenta]

penod ‘The speeificity of the program
for families of needy chil-

requiremen
dren and fo the aged, blind, and disabled,

_was, however, quite different. Amend-

'-'fments to the AFDC program in 1962

83 Socnal Securlty Amendments of 1956, ch 836,
“= Title T11, §800, 70 Stat. 846,
o Public Weifare ‘Amendments of 1962 Pub L.
-~ No, 87-548, Title }'§104(c)(1), 76 Stat. 172,
- 95 Pyblic Welfare Amendments ‘of 1962, Puh L.
No: 87-543, 76 Stat 172 197 ‘ _
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" matched 50 perohnt of States’ expendl- s

- v.lsemoes to a family or any member
~ thereof for the purposé of preoervmg
.rehablhtatmf , reuniting; or stre

~ . ening the family, andsuch ‘other”
" services as will assist, members of &
famll ‘to attan\‘ or retain- capablhty

for the maximum qelf‘support and

personal independence,. . .7 Child

welfareservaoes weredefmed as—----i i

pubhc socia] semoes whxch supple- :

ment, or substitute for, parental care
‘and supervision for the purpose of | (1)
: »preventm[i or remedying, or assisting
- ution

~ protectmg ant ng for homeless,

* of - pro lems - which -
N .resut‘m the. neglect, abuse, exploita- -~ .
| , or delin um of children, (2) =~

\\\\\

dependent, or neglected children, (8)

> protecting and promoting the welfare

of children of warking mothers, and
(4) otherwise protecting and promot-

ing the welfare of children, including

the strengthtning of their own homes .
- where possible or, where needed, the

 provision of adequate care of children

.. awa

chlld-care faclhtles 68

In 1968 amendments to Tltle IV mide

“the services to be. proxhded even more
% Public Welfare Amendmenta of 1962 Pub. L.

‘No. 87-548, 76 Stat. 172, 185.-
{91 2USC. $606(d)(1970).
88 42 U S.C 56\25(1970)

from their homes in foster
~ family - homes or ‘day-care or other-




~ specific. The amendments mandated that,
to receive Federal renmbursement for:
. 'social services,

incidence: of births out of wedlock, report-
ing incidents of neglect, abude, or exploi-
tation to the appropriate authontles
establishing paternity and securing child
support a work incentive prog'ram foster
care and day care.b

. The 1962 amondments to the old age
- assistance, aid to the blind, and aid to the -
~disabled programs required only that a

State, in order to qualify for administra-
tive f un(h for its ag}d blind, and dlsabled
programs, must provide in its State plan
that- | \

the State agency shall make available
to applicants for or recipients of - old-
age assistance under such State plan
at least those services to help them
attain or retain- capability for self-

“care which are prescribed hy the

Secretary 100

By 1970, the only services set forth in

 Federal regulations as mandatory services

for the aged, blind and_ «disabled were
mformatlon and referral services, protec-

tive. services, services to enable | pe,rczonq to .

remain in or return to théir own hames or
communities, * services to .meet health
needs, and self-support services for the
handlcapped to1

99 Social Security Amendmenw of 1967 Pub L.

 No. 90 248, 81 Stat. 821, 914,

S o Public Welfare ‘Amendmenw of 1962 Pub L..

No 87543, 76 Stat, 172,179,
101 45 C.F R, §4222.40- &2247(1970)

102 1,8, Congress, Senate, Special Committee on

Ve

States- had to provide -
- programs for preventing or reducing the

This brief chronology of the growth of

~ social services under the programs poirits
“up the contrasts, pamcularly until 1968,
‘between - the - services- program - reqmre-

ments for AFDC and the xequu'ements for

“ the aged, blind, and disabled. The services

program estabhshed for AFDC recipients
and eligibles was more explicit with

regard to what was to be provided than -
‘'was the program for the aged blind, and
--disabled. Services were spemfled for

AFDC rempléng earlier in time than were
mandatory services for recipients of aid to

the aged; blind, and disabled.

All States provided services under Title.
IV-A of ;the act, but were glower ko '
'

profide rvices to the aged, blind, a
~disabled. At the beginning of 1967 43 -
States ‘were providing social servnces to
adults; however, during that §

r, four
States withdrew. from the progPam, three
(Arkansas, Connecticut, and Lou1s1ana)

because they were unable to meet the

requirement- passed in July 1967 that

-States provide a full scope of services for

adults, and one (Oregon). to devote greater
ef fort to the AFDC pmgram 1z -

By the end of 1971, all Jurlsdlctlbns But' .

‘one were providing social services . to'_,

adults. Expenditures for serviges to pery

soms in - the adult categories, however*g"__-_,!_:;-

were ‘much lower than for services t§ :
recipients of aid to families with depeng

dent chlldren 103 This pattern continued

until Title XX was 1mplemented as is

shown in table 1. 2

Aging, Dev\o&)pments in Agmg, 1%7 90th Cong,
2d sess., 1968, S, Rept. 1098, p. 272,

103 US Congress, Senate, Special Committee on'

Aging, Develo;nnents in Aging, 1971 and January-
March 1978, 92d Cong., 2d sess,, 1972, S. Rept 92-

184, p. 259.
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from the

‘mn W-A
Expenditures
(AFDC) -

moal an (In momndu)

e ~ $583,104
1972 : 1,263,359
1973 - 1,407,142
1974 1,187,713
‘ 1975 1 283 019

'ﬂ'lb.kx.XNe T N . iy
lXVI(TNoVI)!

lllnd. & m
E(n mm)

(hM)

$141,208
324,018
381,420
433,687
889,886,

’m.m e
1,808,674
1,877, soe
1 631,380
1,063,808

* The aoolal sorvlcn promlor\u of Tmn 1, X XIV, - and xvi o! tho 8oolal ucuﬂty Ae\ bacame Title Vi of \ho z\c( in 1074
' .80urco U 8., Dopmmom of Hulm Eduonlon and Wallare, Admlnmuﬂon tor Public hmon Unpubllmod om

Thls ‘pattern of lower expendltures for.

non-AFDC recipients appears to have

continued under the Title XX program. .
Most of the services that had been man-
“dated under the social services provisions
g of Title IV-A were the services for which
- -States estimated that their fiscal year

1977 expendltures would be the greatest,
The services and the percentage of the
total budget that States estimated that

E they would spend for those services are.
; __shown in table 18. |

A recent report of the Urban Institute

" on the first year's experience with imple- -

mentation of tht Title XX program
~ confirms that there has been Jittle change

- served‘and services provided under Title
- XX: The report concluded that “no sng'mfl-

w4 Turem, Implemntatum of Thtle XX p. 6.
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prekus programs if the persons

* (]

cant changea were observed in the typea_r
‘of services funded by Title XX or the .
-._ﬂ_demographlc charaotemtlcs of aervnce

rec1plents ”1°‘ \

Wltnesseo at pubhc heamngs

age dlstnbutlonof Title XX reoources

‘sohs interviewed in the field study toldf:- -
" the Commission that priorities established - ..
“under the programs that preceded Title -
XX had been followed under the Title XX -
program, and-that this had affected the.

I IR RTINS E R S A

Orlando Romero, executwe dn'ector of:" o

established on- the -basis of historical

i)
>

44

the Denver Department of Social Servies .
“es, testified that the amount of money
available to the State had been encum-
bered almost from the very outset of the .
program, and that priorities had been = -




l umm mo
' e XMYO« ""W'MN

e R L T FY"YYW _.'P
: dem (Inmlﬂm) Tm S ‘
" Child Day Care’ 47428 aﬂ* S e
_- Home Based . aorylou_ 4488 138 fo ’
Substitute Oare for P -
"Children- -~ ~ 9378 - q._a- -
: Protoo\lvourv_ga T CoL
- ... for Children £ LA U A : _ ‘
. . -Health and Mental T D UL
Health Services | ,124 R -~,4.,4._, AT o

Source: U8 Depanmant of Health, Rducation, and Wellare, Oftics of
the: Ausistant Becretary for Mafning. &nd - Bvaluatien, Teshnioal Naths:
- Summaries and Charecteriatiss of Statep' Title XX 8oclal lcrvfou PMane

" ftor Fisca! Yur 1977 (1077_) p. vl

patterns wnth the needs of chnldren and
“families taking priority.1® David - Ash-

more, director of the Title XX program
for the Colorado Department of Social
Services, supported this statement. He -
pointed -out .that the State wasNalready

XX was intro-
nts had already

“locked in” when Titl
duced, because commit

. " been made to the people who were being .

served to continue their servwes Because

~ Colorado was spending at the ceiling of its

Federal allotment it ceuld not provide
additional services without cutting back
on services already being provnded 108

Joe Lam, chief bf the Social Services -
Planmng Branch, Social Services Dmslon,'

 California Department of Health, when
“asked how service priorities had been
“established in California, aald

105 Ronqu'l‘estlmony, Denver Hoarmg. p. 106
108 Ashmore Testimony, Denwr Hcanng, p. 108,

e

"Cahforma at the pomt the 'I‘itle XX' .-
(program) was enacted had a fairly =
 full range of social services programs

~ already in place which were for the -

most part mandated by State law. We

not have & great deal of flexibility in
_terms of making changes f:_:a
‘to be promised by the enactment of
TltleXX“"' o -

Edwin Schuls, Actmg Reglonal Director
for the Administration for Public Services -

of the Depertment of Health.Eduoation,
and Welfare in Atlanta, testiffed that 8 -
years. ag'o—1909—-only five of the elght

~ States in his region had a program of
'_adul'o social services for the aged, blind, or

107 Joe Lain Tegtimony,.San Francisco Heanna. p. :

182,

39

~ also. ...were fully utilizing our alloca-
~ "tion of Title XX funds. So that wedid. = .

that seemed |



. disabled, indicating the slower paoce with

. which adult services had developed.1o8
- Edwin Levine, of the Florida Bepattment
~ . of Health and- Rehabnhtatwe Services,-

... “conceded that the present patuam for the

. distribution of* funds in- t

State i8. an

historical pattern and s that “the

‘historical pattern truly does“not give to

‘the aged in the State of Florida the same
kind of funding levels that other groups

- have had that were there ‘first’.”1% Mr.
‘Levine stated that the issue facing the -

State of Florida was where to reduce

~expenditures, bit ag'reed that the State
~ should not base chqices and priorities on .
historical patterns 1oy -

~ Another ’Fltle XX/program admlmstra-

tor indicated that t hngh priprity in his
. State on serving chil ts from the
historical emphasis of Bocial services on
children, from a strong children’s lobby,
and from the fact that “the aging are
pretty much newcomers” to the social
services area.!!!

'The fact that older perqpns were not

‘:' served adequately under the social servic--

- eg_programs that preceded Title XX was

also discussed by Margaret Jacks, former -
 director of the Office of Aging and Adult
. Services in the Florida Department of

Health and Rehabilitative Services. Ms.

Jacks testified that “working with older
ple was never considered very impor-

~ tant.” She went on to say that the
~department-had had weighted caseloads,

- wherein the number of staff assigned to
~ old age assnstanoe 'AFDC; o, child welfare

109 Levine Testlmony,M' mi Heanng,p 207,
1o Ibid.
- 111 Berkshire Interview.

y, Mwmt Hearmg, p._

-

N

 units was based on ratios of one for each' S
old -age assistance. reciplent, two and.a . .
‘half_for each- AFDC recipient, and eight .
for each child welfare reeipient Ms.-Jacks * - -
stated that, as'a result, there has never - -
been a staff allocated in public welfare to -
serve the aged adequately .in terms of .-

providing social services, and there has
been little or no reoog?htion,of the need

~for timé and skill in working with older =
people. She noted further that this lack of ~

“recognition has persisted under the Title -

‘XX program.112

Another mamfestatnon of the rehance o
~on. historical patberns was uncovered in

the structure or system followed in the

delivery of services. Title XX administra- ~

tors stated that a factor in their decisions
reg'ardmg what services to provide was

what service providers were already oper- -

ating in the community and what services

" they were equipped to provide. The re-
- gional administrator for the Purchase of
Service Unit in the Missouri Department
of Social Services in St. Louis identified

two factors that had influenced the

- proyision of social services during the first
~ year of the Title XX program: where and =

“what local funds ‘were available for

_matching since the State did not provide =~ .
‘enough money for matching; and what
~ earlier contracts existed with providers. -
“She said that. with regard to

providers,
some are selected because they have had-

-contracts in the past and have client

~groups in the community that they are

already: serving.118 Another member ' of

~the staff noted tHat“decisions on where

112 Margaret Jacks Testimony, Mwmt Hganng, p.
- 219.

13

hyllts Reser, regional admxmatrabor, Purchase

of: rvice Unit, Division of Family Services_.-
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* ervice will be locatd in the commurity  Gonl
are in large part the result of the. “c]out” |
o -_that provlders have 1e | -

In Mame the dlrector of the 'I‘ltle XXN
- program said that publicity w1th regard to

~ the Title XX planning process had been
limited mainly to provider groups.!18
Although he did not comment on' whether
-the provider groups had erg'ued that the

“State should continue the existing con-

~“tracts'and continue to provnde the services

~ the pmvnders were already offering or

able to offer, it seems likely that they

“would take such a position. A regional

office official  of the Public Services

Administration of the Department of
Health, Education, and We]fare told Com- -

mission staff that pr0v1der8 ensure their

~ continuity by pressuring State legislators -

~and the Governor, and said that providers

* and interest groups tend .to dominate
_pubhc heermg's on the Title }Q( plan us

Thus, hecause State and local Title XX =

program administrators, in deciding on
what services they will offer, follow

" historical patterns that have been oriented -
to familiés with children and base their
. choice of services on what prov1ders have

* been associated with the program, certain

age groups continue to go without their
fair share of services. .

) Department of Socnal Services, interview in St.

" Louis, Mo., Apr. 8, 1977 (hereafter vited as Reser

Intervxew)

- 14 Annd Guber social services supervisor 1,
Purchase of Service Unit, Division of Family
Services, Department of Social Services, interview
~in 8t. Louis, Mq, Apr. 5, 1977 (hereafter cxted a8
Guber Interview): _ s

115 Wilson Interview.

118 McConnell Interview.

tmt Place Aqo
'lemuom on SQMeoo

- Agenciee admimstenng the Title XX
: social gervices program may pmwde sers

vices dlrectly by using their own staff and .
facilities, or they may enter into eontrao- e
tual arrangements’ ‘with ‘other agencies . -
‘and organizations to providesome orallof
the social services offered under the Title

XX oomprehenswe annual services pro-

. gram’ plan.1 Although the extent w6

which services are purchased from other
pubhc and private nonprofit agencies’

varies by State, the use of purchased

gervices has gener&lly increased since
Title XX was 1mp]emented 118 The De-

partment of Health, Education, and Wel- ~ -

fare reported that, based on information:

provided by States for the period between - -

April and June of 1976, State agencies
administering Title XX social services
purchased nearly 50 percent of all services

from other pubhc and pnvate agencnea e

A

The Commlssnon found th; toontractor

agencies frequently limit receipt sof some' _’
or all of their services to persons within

particular age ranges. For example, atone

site in the field study, services were -
“purchased from-18 organizations, nine of -
- which had age requirements for partlclpa-"

tion in their programs.12° These agencies

. and the age restrictions. they placed on

participation are presented in table 1.4.

nr 42 U.S.C. §1807¢(2XG) (Supp. V 1975); 42 Fed.
Reg. 5842, 5862 (1977) (tobecodlfled ianFR
§228.70). _

18 Turem, Implementatwn of T‘ttle XX, p. 70

1% Soctal ‘Services US.A. April-Juns 1976, p. 70,
120 James Washeck; social services supervisor . 11,
Purchase of Service Unit—Eastern Region, Divi-

“gion of Family Services, Department of Social -
- Services, interview in 8t. LOU!S, Mo., Apr. 5-8, 1977
'(hereafter cited as Waaheck lntervnew) A\
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'Am Aoonoy on Aolng—-provldu hpmomakor choro tr‘

'Houolnq Authority—provides - ‘homemaker,. chore,.. tranlpormlon.

home delivered and congregate mnh and locm skills services

- Chd. Day Care Organizatione md Public Oohooh-—day care for

children -

- . Gty Ho.plm-—cvalunlon. dugnoau and tutlng !or chlldun up- to..

age 3-who have been referred through hoanh clmlcs For chlldnn
3 or over, ‘counseling parents is lncludod

Public Sohooi (K- 12)—-——counullng by school social workorl for ole-

mentary‘'school children

Chlld Care - Assoclation—residartial- treatment.- for homeless, - ne-

glected and dopondom childron who have gone through the juvenlie
courts

' Oldor Amorlcan Tnmpomllon Service (OATS)

Junior mndorqamn
Preschool
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Report Beginning March 1, 1077 (1077)

b James Washeck, Social s.mcu Supervisor 1", Purchlu of Service Unn—-ho!orn Rogton Davmon -1} nmuy 80rvicu Dopmmom of 8ocial

SoMcu Interview in 8! Louil M'o Apr 56 1977

Purohand 'smoon Under 'nu‘ XX in"
Aco pnmonom on?nnloblﬂon

"npomtlon
home delivered and congrooato mnlm and lOOlll lkNIl urvlcn
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In some instances,

authorized by Federal legislation to serve

- specific ‘groups.” This would be: true, for

example, of the area agency on ag'mg with

whom- the Title XX agency in the site -

- discussed above contracted. The authority
~ under which the agency is‘established, the
. Older Americans Act, authorizls area
- agencies on aging to act on behalf of older
- persons.?! In other instances, however,
‘the contractor agencies had established
age requirements without any Federal
authorization. At the site discussed above,
all of the agenties contracted with for the
~ provision of child day care services set age
requirements, Age requirements for. day
‘care were extremely varied. For example,
“the age requirements for children who
would be served ineluded those 6- 14, 5-12,
36,2 6,35 611, 3-11, and 2 1/2 6122
No\cx;)ldnutl(m was given for these age
requifements or why they varied among
‘the different centers. At this same site,
the Title XX agency had entered, into a
contract with the publie school sygtem to

provide counseling. It was originally de-

veloped to serve persons from kindergar-

~ ten through 12th grade, but was modified
to serve kindergarten through 8th grade
students when the schools could’not make.
“as many referrals as had been specified in

‘the contract and wanted to concentrate
their efforts on a narrower age range. '

Anothor oxample of contracting with,
agencies that plate age limitations on

'_partlmpdtlon in their programs was found
in Maine's CASP*for the period October 1,

. 1975, to June 30, 1976. The plan includes a

' ‘-‘ JU42 S Q&J()Zl 3029 i‘iupp V 1975).

2 St. Louis, Mws()url}

viees, Guide to Title XX gnzwvfm Fiscal Years
19761977 (1976), pp. 16 1R

these contractors
impose age requlrements because they are

division” of runul\ Sers

section on “other agencies providing hu-

man services in Maine,” the types of

- agencies with- whom the Title XX agency
would “contract™ for - purchased services:

Many of these agencies, which are too
numerous to detail, had age requirements.

for partlclpatlon in their services, includ- -

ing: drug abuse services for persons 16 to
95; an educational enrichment ‘program
for disadvantaged youth 18 or older;:

- speech and hearing evaluations for chll- -»
speclal educatlon for

dren under 18;
children 6-15; special education for chil-
dren 5-19; residential psychlat:nc treat-
ment for boys 5-12 and adolescents

residential care for children 4-12; a well-_
aging clinic for adultd 50 omover; & senior
citizens center for persons 60 or over,
YMCA residential facilities for women
18-80; dental care for children under 18; a
home ¥or exceptional adults 18-50; and
child day care programs with varying age
requirements. 124

-These examples, and thesfact that
almost half of all services provided under
the Title XX program are purchased
services, suggest that if Title XX agencies
continue to contract with agencies: and-

.orgam?atlons that place age limitationson

their services withopt authorization to do
s0, persons of a variety of ages will be
unnecessarnly excluded from participating

~in certain services or in the entire pro-

gram, regardless of their need, because of
their age | |

RS Guborl u,rvuw

124 Maine "ASP Appen(hx of ()thcr Agenc:es
Prov ndmg %erv:ces in Malm
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‘“"'ommoh -na Rohml Acuvnm

important because of its effect on who
participates in a program. Wlthout out-

reach, or with limited outreach persons';j

| otherwme ehgxble for a program may not
apply for services or benefits because they

~-do not know about thém. With outreach,

programs may be better able to ensure

- that all eligible and.interested persons
.. havean opportunity to participate, or may
be able to target persons who are underre-

prescnted in a program 's service popula-

Commmsmn staff were told-in several of

the sites visited during the field study and -
- the public hearings that certain age
groups have greater need for outreach

- than others, and that wnthout outreach,

. these persons are not in a posmon to take

advantage of the ‘30018.1 servmes avallab]e

The chief of the Office of Famlly'
Services in the Washington Department -

“of ‘Social and Health Services to]d Com-
* mission staff that he did not think the
-outreach program was reachmg all per-
sons eligible for Title XX/services, and
. indicated that he believed this was partic-
ularly true of the aged because they are

more isolated socxally, have problems

getting to service sites, and are more

" hesitant to ask for help, of low-income
- _people, because they are not well educated

.. . : : '..ﬂ
© '3 Quick Interview.
- 13 Reser Interview.

44

o ---and not a8 aware generally, and of infanta"" .

3 d children, becauae they are dependent .
F Qr Purposes of the study, the Commls--- ___an ey ope?

. sion'defined outreach as a process through
- which potential” pa.rtncnpants are notified
“about- available serviees or benefits and -

. how to use them, and are provided access
" to.them. Outreach has been shown to be

“on parents’ who may themselvea be t.he'__
f'problem“'8 L e e L

In Mmsouri Commnasxon ataff were wld.:'

'by the admmlstrator of & -purchase -of .-
- service unit that there is.a lang'e popula- -
. tion oonsnstmg of older persons and young .
-~ adults thet is not aware of the’ services
~ that are available;1% Another member of .
 the staff of that agency said that he does =
- not believe that outreach is reachmg older -

persons, and that older persons seem to"

‘have more difficulty understanding 'and

acting on mformatlon provxded them 137

An admmistrato_r : of the Tltle- XX'

program in Maine said that it is difficult ..
to repch people living a long distance from -
~service centers who lack transportatmn |

servroes 138

" The age group most frequently men-
tioned as the group that would most likely

be affected by a lack of transportation
was older persons. E. Bentley Lipscomb,

program director of aging and adult
services of the Florida Department of

‘Health and Rehablhtatlve Servxoes, teatl- A

fned‘

[older persons are] very depen-
dent upon some kind of transporta-
tion to get to existing services. You

~can have all of the services in the
world, but this partlcular group is
most vulnerable, in terms of not

o being able to take advantage of the o

network of services that are available
in the commumty, mmply becauseﬁ

127 Washeck I_nter\ﬂew,

128 Wilson Interview. -

Lot




they cannol. move from pomt A to

point B to receive 'those services, 129

- Shirley Harris, 'soéiéil"sd'\ii&)é’iidrﬁi'his'-“ o

tration supervisor for the Adams County,
- Colorado, Department of Social Services,

testified that limited transportation and -

the location of offices deqng'nated to serve
older persons pre%nt barriers

We do- not have [a. S}mialv Security
district office providing supplemental
security ‘income henefits]. .
‘in the county, so trans x)rt,at,l(m diffi-
culties that would nott

ing in Denver, for example, exist.
How. to get downtown or for a person

who's older but still “drives, just-

- driving downtown, those problcms
have to be worked out, often without
the assistance of the dcpartment of
social services. Qne, because no funds
are available to subsidize a trip
downtown to the office, but also
because we never come in contact

[with the persons who need this’

assistance] even if we would be
inclined to give local funds to assist in
that service. 3¢

'F‘mally, C()mmmlon staff were told tha.t
persons withotit contaet with the ecash

public’assistance programs are particular-

ly difficult to reach: Lucy Ellison of the
Public Services Administration’s San
Francisco of fice testified: -

L _ -
. . .usually the major access into our
office [is] through the categorical aids
of public assistance and this has been

120k, Bcntlu Lipscomb ’I‘oqtlmon\
Hearing, p. 223.
130 Harris Testimony, Denver Hearing, p. 119
131 Ellison Testimony, San Francisco Hearing, pp.
17879, ) _

. ]

Mia'mi

U

v

located

) as outstand--

in the
impression that perhaps, except
~maybe for chlldren that this .is
~.changed dramatlcally So that y

gzoup here who is not necessarily
ing served consistently by anyone,
in terms of the money payment
program. They are not known to the
agency, and think their access to .

services is made that much more

~ difficult because of the lack of affilia-
tion with any partlcular de'hvery

ag‘en’cy 131

Mg, Flllqon mdlcated that thlq lack of

‘ contact with the public assistance pro-

gram because, of nonparticipation in.the
Federal-State ¢ash agsistdnce program is a:
problem faced by persons betyeen 21 and
64.132 Other administrators . indicated,
however, that this also affected receipt of

-services by persons ‘65 or older, because-

they receive cash assistance through the
Social Security Administration rather
than the welfare departments which alqo
administer Title XX.

Eligibility for cash assistance for aged,
blind, and disabled persons under the SSI

program “has been determined ‘in the
- district offices
Administration since 1974 when the SSI

of the Social Security

program was implemented.!3 In those
States that supplement the Federal SSI
payment, persans may have to contact the
department of public welfare to be’ deter-
mined eligible for the State supplement.
In other cases, however, States have
elected to have the Social: Securlty Admin--

132 Ihid., p. 178.
1 49 USC. §1381(§upp V 1975).

-;r
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past and [ am not of the

" have a situation in which there is a-



| '1stratlon admmlster the State supplement_ .
along ‘with the Federal payment.!3¢ Be--
. cause older persons do'not or are unhkely- '

. ters the State payment, they may not be
aware of assistance available to them

through social services, food stamps, and,

1n some cases, Medlcald

The problema thlq creates when little or

" no outreach. is available from Title XX

agencies were discussed by many persons

during the field study and in the public
hearlnga

- A local Tltle XX administrator in
Washington State said that aged SSI

clients might be the hardest to reach
because of isolation, and that requests

~from low-income older persons for servic-

es had decrcased after they had switched

to the supplemental security income pro- -
- gram, She did not know what information

and referral was being provided to these

individuals by the Social Security Admin--
_istration, but stated that “we just don t

see those o}d people as often.” 135

A State Tltle XX admlmqtrator in
Missouri said that referrals of SSI eligi-
bles to social services are dependent on the
Social Security offlces He noted that the
- SSI population is decreaqmg in the State,
and said that that may indicate either

“ poor outreach by the Somal Security

134 ‘11616(21 :
145 Shirley Johnson, social service supervisor I1,
Kent ESSO, Reglon 4, l)epartment of Social and

Health Services, interview in Seattle, Wash., Apr. .
1977 (hereafter cited as J()hnson-

26 and 28,
Interview).
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192

Administration, or increased reluctance on
the part of older persons to enter into the

~ program. One particular problem he point- =~
" to have any contact with the department")’ ~ ‘ed out was that Social Security offices are’

of public welfare unless they receive a
State supplement in a State where the

Department of Publi¢ Welfare admlms- -

not,in every county, and that as a result

older people may have to travel some

distance to be determined eligible for SSI .
and receive mformatlon about soclal ser— _
vices, 136 |

Lucy Ellison w1th the Admlmstratlon

for Public Services of the Department of |

Health, Education, and Welfare in: San
Franclscp, agreed that federahzmg cash
assistance to the aged, the blind, and the

‘disabled and moving them out of the State
- public ‘welfare system has -created prob-
- lems for SSI recipients in receiving Title

XX services and said that “part of the

problem is related to the inherent gap that

was left by the legislation.”t37 Joe Lain,
chief- of the Social Services Planmng

~ Branch of the Division of Social Services,

California Department of Health and
formerly chief of the Adult Services
Division, concurred with this statement

saymg

“.the 1mpact of H.R. 1 [the legisla-

| t10n enactmg the su plemental secu-

rlty income program] in terms of the
SSI population has been fairly larg

~in terms of the reduction- in_the

number of referrals for social servie<

es, , . 138

The director of the income maintenance
unit in a local department of publie -

138 Hows Interview

137 Ellison Testlmony, San Franuaco Heamng pp.
191--192. ' _
138 Lain Testimony, San anmero Hearing, p.
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“welfare,. responded to. a- question about

whether persons ehglblc for cash assis-

" tance under the SSI program are told.
- about the potentlal benefits under Medi- -
_caid,” food stamps, and Title XX socml
~ services programs, by saying that indivi-
duals have to make an application: them-
selves for benefits, and that the Social
Securlty district office does not generally

refer applicants to the social services
program. He also sald that although he

-recognized that pcrsons were not being

referred for social services by the Social

Security Administration, his office was -

not taking any steps to bring these
persons into the social services system, 13
Another program administrator at the site

~ confirmed this statement and reported

that the Social Security Administration
rarely refers persons eligible for SSI to
the agency providing soeial services. She
said that most referrals of older pu‘qom
are the result of provider-efforts, 140

At another site, a regional offjcial in the

. Office of Human Development of the:

Department of Health, Education, and
Welfare reported to Commission staff
that strong antagonism had developed
between staff at the Social Security

district office and social workers in one

State when the SSI' program had first
gone into effect. Social Security staff had
referred SSI recipients to the State for
services. without knowing whether the
types of services needed were actually
available. As a result, the Social Security
staff were criticized by the State’s social

- service workers, and reduced their refer-

ARk Ll(ﬁyd L()nlciypdmuor Income Mamtenamc
i

Unit, Division of Family Services, Department of
Social Services, interview in St. Loms o. Apr. 12,
1971 (hereafter cited as Conley Intorwe )

mls tO the State agency 3dmlm8t,enng_"

Tltle XX 141 B

Desplte thls reoogmtxon by admlmstra-j - i
torg that some age groups have unique =
‘problems i in obtaining information needed ...
to take advantage of available servwes,- R

the Commission determmed that, in factj
little outreach was' being conducted, .and
few attempts were being made to address

the problems unique to certain age
- groups, with the exceptlon' of ‘those for

chlldren

Staff were told by a State- evel admm- |

istrator in Illinois that there was no |
* formal outreach or information and refer-

ral, other than for child abuse, because of -
limited resources in the Staté and a
concern about creating a demand for

_servnces that could not be met. The

administrator said that the effect that
limited outreach may have on certain age

groups is suggested by data on recipients .

of services by age. The percent’ of reéi- .

‘pients by.age was:

0-20—57 percent
‘ ¢
21-35-—26 percent

36-45-—-6.9 percent

41-65--5.6 percent

140 Reger Interview.

141 McConnell Interview. \.
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- ed- that—lack of “an information~and -
" referral sy%em presents harriers to gwet.

166 or over—2.9 percent 142"

Another adnllhls’trator'm ths Kite stat--

ting into the overall social services system,

~ and that these barriers particularly affect
~ older persons because they are not receiv-

. ing cash assistance and social services

from the same agency and have moblllty'

problemq 143

The Title XX coordmator for the Texas

‘Department of Public Welfare said that

the State has no formal outreach system,

B ~and that the general approach to outreach

~radio, & “child abuse hotline.”

‘tion. Connection,

has beéen to have special public informa-
tion efforts rather than ‘workers who

~search out ‘clients. One of these ‘;pemal;

public information  efforts has been a

campaign on child abuse to notify people-
in the community that it is a misdemeanor

not to notify public officials about child
abuse and-to publicize, by brochure and

effort has been a program called “Genera-

persons and their capabilities; however,
this program does not convey information

‘to older persons about the services they

may be eligible for under Tltle XX

program 144

| A\l'ocal~l_eve_l administrator of the Title
XX program’ in Washington .State said
that her agency’s general outreach pro-

gram! consists of an mformatlon and
-referral system, distribution of prmted |

____.M_...

112 Bekert Intervw»\
'+t Berkshire Interview. -

144 John Moore; Title XX coordmator Department
- of Public Welfare, interview in Austm Tex., Apr.

27, 1‘)7‘7

staff talk with police and school offlctals, -

Another

| ” which is designed to
make the public more aware of older

métenal“l}y caseworkera when they visit. o
clients, informational notices in newspa-

“pers, a booth at-a “volunteer fair” and = - -
‘pamphlets and posters in” the waiting
room of th office. She said that special SRR
outreach efforts are conducted regarding =

child protective. services, where agency

L

and the early and pernodlc screening,
diagnosis, and treatment program

(EPSDT) under Medicaid, where commu-
nity workers contact patents of children

under 21 who have -not followed up on,_. o

referrals for addltlonal care:!45.

In Mlssoum, a local official responslble."_
for determining ehglblhty for the Title
XX program, the aid to families with
dependent children cash assistdnce pro-
gram, food stamps, Medicaid, and the

~ State program of cash assistance said that

the' Title XX program has no major

‘advertising of behefits, and depends on

other agencies to refer persons ellg)ble for
these” programs to. the agency 146 The
director of the local office said that the
advertising of benefits that was done
consisted of limited information and re-
ferrgl for incomeé ;naintenanoe (AFDC)
recipients, radio and television public
ssg'vice amouncements, meetings with
commumty groups regardmg child abuse,
and a 24-hour child abuse hotline,14” The

administrator of the purchase-of-service

program at this same site said that there -
was no formal outreach program and not
ough money for adequate outreach,

despite her belief that there was a large
pulatlon in the areas, oompnsed of older

H" Johnson Inberv:ew

e Conley. Interview.

17 Nelson lntervlew <




" ‘persons aﬁd"th*e'“yauﬁgadmt"papala‘mbﬁ,

- that had not heard about services avall-r

- ableunder the Tltle XX prog'ram 148

. As suggested by these descnptlons of R
‘the types of outreach providéd, transpor-

tation was not generally included as a -
service. Clients are expected to use what- |

ever form of public or private transporta-
tlon was dvailable to get to a program
d.ehvery site unless there were special
circumstances such ag illness.14®

~ Several #dministrators indicated that
- the reason their outreach efforts had been
limited was that they-were concerned
about creating demand’ that could not be
met. : _

‘A State administrator in Missouri said
that the State does not have enough
resources to serve every person eligible,

- and that. the question ‘becomes who you

‘want to serve given limited resources.!50

A local administrator at this site agreed,

saying that the persons responsible for

" Title XX are hesitant to. ovVer-promise -on

availability of services.!5!

*

A State administrator in Washmg'ton
State said that the outreach program was
not reachmg all persons eligible for Title

XX services, but questioned the desirabili-

. ty of improving it to r 11 ellglbles
when the potential demand for serviees
- would ‘exceed the supply. He w
out &noﬁ\er problem that progran in-
istrators developmg outreach programs

148 Reqerlnternew
« 149 Martha. Gulledge acting director of %oclal

services, Department of Social Services, interview

,. “'in Jackson, Miss., Apr. 27,1977, GuberIntervrew
150 Hovmlnt&.rvnew ) :

“face—the attitude of Stdte legisiators and™ -
‘the general public toward outreach.1%? He: - -
“hoted that the State is “oonservatxve” b

. with. regard- to providing any humen . .-

service, and that State legislators and - -

others do nat always appreciate eutreach

“efforts, As- an example of this opposition, -
he related that one State legislator had =~~~

called him personally to protest a mobile

- van advertising food stamps 153

2 member of the staff of the agency
responsible for

Title XX program in
Illinois said that WO advertising of services
is done by the Illinois Department of
Public Aid becaush)iehmlted resources
and a concern abo\)

the Department cs‘nnot meet 154

Admmlstrators at some sntes comment-
ed that they did. not believe that the
outreach efforts that were being under-

taken were partlcularly effectwe

“An admlmstrator in Washmgton State
said that outreach may be ineffective in
reaching some persons because written
information cannot be understood: by
péople who are illiterate or have poor

eyesight, and that the elderly, blind, and ™

disabled particularly have difficulty .un-

derstanding the written word. She con-

cluded that because of these limitations, .
the best contact is Tace-to-face contact.155

* Another Waéhmgtori administrator said
that” he would like to change the outreach
program to decrease newSpaper and tele-

151 Wagheck Interview. ’
152 Quick Interview.

153 Ibid.- . |

154 Eckert Interview.

155 Johnson Interview.
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~ successful. _
director of.the Denver Department of
Social Bervices, stated that Colorado did .
~ not haye the kind of flfﬁcultleq many -
- areas had because he

~ vision coverage, which hé considered
ineffective, gand increase efforts by com-

___-"_'___,__mumty workers.1% His views on needing
. more direct contact were supported by a - -

Title XX admlmstrator m Maine, who said

. that the outreach program could be

improved by fostering better lmkages

services, 157 .

" The Commission was told that some
efforts had been made to coordinate the
social services program and the supple-
mental security income program, but that
these efforts were only rarely considered
Orlando Romero, executive

both the county welfare department and
the supplemental security income pro-

gram and “had learned the sytem at both

ends.”15%8 Shirley Hatris, Social services

administration quperv1sor for the Adams’

- County, Colorado, Department of Social
Services, said: | ¥

~. . .Colorado did not experience some .
“of the difficulties [other areas of the
country had] because there is a

.to the SSI

- Colorado supplement. .
_payments, so people still have contact

with the system. ...
'is an appropribte avenue for outreach

for informing clients of social serv:ces |

and related services.1%.

8 g}]l ck T terview.
1T Wilgon ntervuw

d worked with

.Therefore, there

158 Romero Te%tlmonv Denver Hmmng pp 18- .
119 '
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-Commission ‘staff were told that- the';'
ewistence of age cabegoncal programs to

provide services and benéfits to particular

age groups is used to Jugtify limiting the

between Department staff and staff in - Tooorooe to support services to-the age .

* local government - welfare programs and
by hav1ng staff- “c1rcu1t-rlders for social -

groups addressed by those- categoncal

‘programs. In the areas visited in the field -

study and public hearings, Title XX -

program administrators said they depend- o

ed on the programs authorized under the

"Older -Americans Act to serve older per-

sons and asa result made limited resourc-

.es avallable for servmg older persons,

Roger Doherty, executive dlrector for o
the Denver Commission on Ag'mg, bestl-

fied:

If we look carefully at what has
happened in this State, and I am sure
- it is duplicated in other States, what
we are finding is that ageneies who
are serving vulnerable groups of
older people, in qhuffhng fer scarce
resources, are turning to Title III [of
the Older Americans' Act] and say-
ing,. . .“Since these resources are
~ available, you are going to have to
fund services for the aging. . .out of
thege funds, and as a result we are
not gomg to appropriate Tltle XX _.
'funds ..
- , ’
- I am concerned that Title XX funds
may not be used quite to the extent
that they should be to serve older

159 Harris Testlmony, Denver Hearmg, p. 119

‘‘‘‘‘



.92

~ people because of the existence of -

these other funds. . . .“*0

Thls pracuce of. taking mw ‘considér-
ation the"availability of Older Americans

“Act funds in allocating Title XX resources
~was also raised by Edwin Levine, of the

Florida Department of Health and Reha-

bilitation Services. Mr. Levine, when
asked how fe(ierally-assnsted age categori-
cal programs such as Title IIT and Title
VII (of the Older Americans Act) are
taken into account when allocatmg momeq
under Title XX, said:

t

. We attempt, to the best of our ability,
to.find out. . .what other resources,
such as Title III and VII in this
‘particular case, are used and where

- they are used, and we ‘would like to

" use our Title XX funds to supplement -

apd fill in the “gaps” between them
We attempt to coordinate, the best

~we can, with the other Fedeml soure-

- esof funds. 161

10 Roger Doherty T(fgtlmon\ Denver Hearing, p.

W1 Levine thlm(m\, Miami Hearing, p. 199.
>

C

to say:

o

George Tsnsmanakis, executive director

of the Gulfstream Areawide Council on
Aging in Riviera Beach, Florida, testified

‘that -the resources avmlable to- other age |

groups are not takgn into consideration in.
the way that Older Americans Act re-

- qources are. He said that when advocacy
groups questioned the State about the 3
- fact that only 4 percent of Title- XX funds
‘were available for services to older per- -
“sons, they were told, “Just look at what

Tlt]e I1I [of the Older Americans Act].is
providing you.” Mr. Tsismanakis went on

We hear of the $17 million
that. . .[Title III and Title VII of the
Older Amencans Act] are providing, -
but we never hear about other monies
avallable for other age groups..

The State, in defendmg its horren-
dous allocatlons has appealed - to
other resources available to the elder-
ly but chooses not to look at other
resources available to youth,162

K

162 Tmmannkm .Teqtlmonv, Miami Hearing, pp.
198--199. _

51°



The oommumty mental health oentera program in authorized by S
the Community Mental Health Centers Act, as amended.! The act ‘

authorizes the provision of Federal financial assistance to public =

and nonprofit' private agencies to meet part of the costs of

: provxding comprehensive mental health services: to individuals -

residing in defined geog‘raphlc areas.d . |
N

The Commisslon 8 revxew of the program uncovered dlscnmmat/oryf o

practices on the basis of age in several areas. Both younger and

older persons are adversely affected. Persons under 15 and persons_-

65 or over are seriously underrepresented among' direct services
recipients compared to their representation in' the g'eneral .
population Reliance on historical patterns of spending and service
_provision that favor adults operates to limit the participation of
both younger and older persons in the program. Qutreach activities =
~ (frequently referred to in the program as consultation and
“education activities) fail generally to address the older population :

Parental consent requirements established under State law are

reported to impede the ability of community mental health centers
to serve younger persons. The lack of preservice and inservice

training for treating children and older persons exacerbates the

failure to serve these age groups adequataly Negative staff

attitudes toward treating older persons contribute to their

| underrepresentation Centers’ staff take the supposedly higher
“oosts of serving children and older persons compared to other age -

&roups into consideration in deciding whom to serve. This has a,
neg'atxve impact on receipt of. servioes by these age g'roups

N
N

K Corhmum
88-164, 77

Mental Health Act Pub L No No. 942 USC ||2889—2889p 2889r~
tat. 200 (1968) [current version at 42 1975)

U S. C !2889 (Supp Vv 1976)]

(Supp V




1‘.

""Pib"ﬁ'rifﬁ' Description

‘..

~The purpose of the Commumty Ment,al_'
. .---Health Centers program is to promote-and. - .
“develop the delivery of community-based

comprehensive mental- health care by

providing: Federal financial nssisi@nce to
lled

public or private nonprofit agenc
community mental health centers.3 The

mission of the centers is to make possible

4 the provision of an array, of mental health
Aservices, principally to individuals resndmg
_¥n defined geographic areas, referred to as
- ¥catchment areas,”* According to a Na-
tional Institute of Menta] Health summa-
“ry, cénters provide mental health services
either “directly to persons in need or
mdlrectly to persons at-risk through other
community caretakers such as teachers,
persons working in the health services
delivery system, in public welfare agen-
cies, in the criminal justice Cay%em ete.”’

‘(ommumt) Mental Health Centers Amcnd-
 ments of 1975, Pub. L. No. 94 63, §301, 89 Stat. 308
11975). ‘
42 U.8.C. 8%268‘)(&)—(b)(%upp VvVl 97’3)

5 U8, Department of Health, Education, and
_Wolfm‘o ational Institute of Mental Health,
Community Mental Health Centers, the®¥ederal
Investment (1977), p. 11 (hcrcuftor utcd us (om
munity Mental Health Centers ). :

% Mental Retardation Facilities and (ommumty '

Mental Health Centers Construction: Act of 1963,

~Pub. L. No. 88164, M)O 77 Stat. 200 (1963)
[current qulon at42 US §2689 Qupp V 1975)).
T,

* IS, Congress, House, Committee on Interstate
and F‘orugn Commerce, Health Rmv nue Sharing
and Health Services Act of 1975, 94th Cong., st
sess., 1975, H.R. Rept. 198, pp: &4 1. 58(hcreaftcr
cited us [Imlth Rerenue ?ha ring Act ).

" 9 For example, in 1985 the
Health Centers Act was amended to authorize,

among other things, grants for the initial costs of
- staffing centers with professional and thchnical .

ptrsonnel.-Mental Retardation Facilities and Com-
‘munity Mental Health Centers Construction Act
Amendments of 1965, Pub. L. No. 89-:105, §220, 79

Stat. 428 (1965). The 1967 amendments to the act .

ommunity Mental .

‘ ‘) A o \-:_-“:_"'. o
‘ ..\ - Lo

~ The Community Mental Health Cent,em";.:;r};z :

| Act was enacted into law in 1968, as Title

I1 of the Mental Retardation Faclhties

treatment facilities called community

mental health oonters 7 The mt,ent of .the .

program was to replace S_tate and county-
mental health hospitals as the prinfary
source of mental health care with a
network of centers operating m every
geographlc area of the country.®

'I‘he act has‘ been amended seve,rzil times.

“pince 1963, and each succeeding law has. - -

‘added to the scope and requirements of

the original program.® From the perspec- . "

tive of the Commission’s study, the most .
noteworthy am@dments occurred in 1970

v eanded the authorlzatwns for thL conwtrudmn

and initial staffing grant programs - and ma(i} B

- possible acquisition of existing bunldmgs for use

centers. Mental Health Amendments of 1967, Pub.
1. No. 90-81, §82-4, 81 Stat. 7. In 1968, the act
was-amended to authomze grants for the construe-
tion and staffing of programs to treat aleoholics

‘and narcotic addicts. Aleoholic and Narcotic Addict

" Rehabilitation Amendments of 1968, Pub.- L. No.
- 90574, $300, 82 Stat. 1006. The 1970 amendments

effected  number of ¢changes in the program. One

~ feature was the authomzauon of donstruction and
~ staffing assistance to centers to cnable them to

establish.programs af mental services for children, -
Community Mental Health Centers Amendments

of 1970, Pub. L. No. 91-211, §1, 84 Stat. bd. -
Amendments enacted in 1975 produccd a general
reorgamzatnon and revision of the program, includ-

ing & requlrement that centers include. programs
of specialized services for older persons and. for
children; Community Mental Health Centers Am-
endments of 1975, Pub. L. No. 94-83, Title 111,

§303, 81 Stat. 309 (1975) [codlfled at 42 US.C.

§2681(Supp. V 1975)]. For a review of the legisla-
tive history of the act, see Health Revenue Sharing
Av?>pp 34-40. NS _

53

and -Community Mental Health Centers
Construction Act.8 The legrislation .estab- .
lished & program that entitled States to ..~
receive. Federal funds to assist in-con- -
structing oommumty—based mental health



“.‘.

. 3 USC smso(Supp,Vms). .
.13 Health Revenue Sharing Act, p ' \B

Centers ‘Amendments of 1970 - added,
among other thingl, a8

"_':""funderwnte part of .the related- stafﬁng

- Bupport special training and “evaluation _
._prog'ramb related to the menta.l health of ’
. children,10 In“cluaion of this new . program- -
'appears to have been in response to -
evndence that the field of mental health,in
—l"' general and . community mental health

- »_Ccenters, in partxcular, were not effectlvely

servmg chxldren 1

_ The most recent, y.mendments o the
Commumty Mental Health Centers Act

occurred in 1975, when Congress passed

the Health" Revenue Sharing and Health
*Services Act of 1975!2 and heralded a
major revamping of the commumty men-
tal health centers program. The report of
‘the House Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce, which accompanied

10 Co:hmumty

ments of 1970, Pub. L. No. 91-211, Title IV, §271,

84 Stat. 60 (repealed 1976).

1t See, Digest of Crisis in Child Mental Health
~ Challenge for the 19708, Final Report of the Joint
Commission on Mental Health of Chkildren, Inc.
(Washington, D.C.: Joint Commission on- Mental

~ Health of Children; 1969) (hereafter cited as Joint
Commission Report ). The Joint Commission was

‘established pursuant to the Social Security Am-

- endments of 1965, Pub. L. No. 89~9'7 Part4 §281,

89 Stat. 360 (1965).

11 42 US.C. $2689a (Supp Y. 1976) Planning

 grants are available to public and nonprofit ..
private entities for a 1-year period to develop p]ans-

for setting up community mental health centers.-
54 |

pbcial prog'ram to e A
~support- oomtructinn of- facﬂities to pros: _ Yow -1
-“vide mental health services for children, to. -

" and -operations ‘costs of centers, and to ~ 'mental health servioes w}

ntal Heslth Centers Amend-

and 1976 The Community Mental Heal th

of CMHC m'. of .the oot

rovide. The deﬁnition
ments for the.organi-

. center must

. zation and operation of such oente::f .

| provialon of services, coordination

“opment of an integra

~seryed, governing.

| Féderal fmancnal 'assnstance is made .
~available to public or nonprofit private . ...
agencies under five different grant au-
. thorities, each havmg ita own ellmbil?;ly o
)
grants for planning community mental
health center programs,!¢ (2) grants for

and .administrative . reqmrements

be(s) LY deﬁnitionf-_?;
hensive‘_"_
ch such a -

. services with other entities and. devgl-"ff‘f’:'

{vltem of
~ care, st.affing, avallabilityo services, '
- responsiveness to ‘the community
bodies, quality as- - .

. surmoe and related mattm's L e

initial operation,'s,(8) grants for consulta-

v

See also, Health Revenue Sharmg Act pp 65»56_ L
for a more detaxled explanation of an of theoe B

grants.

e to public and nonprofit

_txon and educatlon services,!s (4) oonver-" o

1» 42 U.S.C. §2689b (Sui)p V 1975). Tnitisl opers-
~ tions grants are availab

private community mental health centers and ’
other public and nonprofit private entities that

meet certain requirements of the act.for the-

purpose of supporting the operational costs of a2
oenter. These grants are available ona declining - -

and education gronts are available to community
mental health centers to support the provision &f
the consultation, and

Federal/non-Federal cost-sharing baail for a peri- .
~ odnot to exceed 8 years. . SR
.16 42 U.8.C. $2689¢. (Supp. v 1975) Comultation S

cation. sérvices described

at §2689(b)(1XDY provided the centers meet other_ o

~ -conditions specified in the act

- g . . ’ :
Z . Lk v . S
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sion granta 17 and (5) fmanclal d\streae""

grants.!'® Federal financial assistance to

~_ States is also authdrized under the facili-
' -~'-_:ues assistance: grant pmgrram*19 however, - -
no funds have been. approprlated to

support such activities since fiscal year
197530

No grants may be made to any center or
to other public or nonprofit private enti-

ties within a State unless the State has a '
. . plan for the provnsnon of oomprehenswc"
. mental health services, ‘approved by the

Secretary of Health, Education, and Wel-

* fare.s! The State mental health authority -

“designated under Section 814(d) of the
Public Health Service Act is responsible
for the development and submission of the
State plan.??2 To be approved, the State
plan must, among. other things, (1) set

+ - forth a program for community mental
~ - health centers within the State based on a .

: stabewuie inventory of existing facilities
~and a survey of need for mental health

services; (2) provide for the division of the_
State into sub-State geographic areas,

called “catchment areas,” based on the
population distribution wnthm the State;
and (8) set forth the relatlve need of each

17 42 U.S.C. &2689d (bupp V- 1975). Converslc)n
grants are available to enable existing centers to

bring their programs into conformity with the new

- requirements of the 1975 amendments to the act..
IR 42 U.8.C. &2689f (Supp V 1975). Financial

distress grants are made available to community

mental health centers that meet certain eligibility
‘requirements as specified in the act and can show
“that without such u grant, they would significantly
reduce the types or quality of services provided or

would be unable to provide the services mandated -

under $268%(b).

w42 U8.C. §2689| Facilities assistance grants aro"

designed to pay part of ‘the costs for, among other
thmg‘q, acqumtl()n mn()vatl()n luwmg, o con-

struction of new facilities or expansion of existing

- health

catchment areaa population for .mental
" health aemoes 23 o

In genaral a oommumty mental healthi-.-;_.;;‘.;._.f_
'.'_center program operates through a pri=~
“mary service facility. supported by a
network of satellite centers located w1thm'*'" Ty
- the ‘catchment area. Services are prowded oo
- directly at- the -prime center and its . -
- satellites or. through arrangements with
other health service providers in the - :
“area.?4 Centers are hospital- affiliated or

hospltaf -based or freestanding. They are ,_ -' .

- generally staffed by paychlatnsts pey- |
-chologists; social workers
es, and other mental healih workers

registerednurs-

The 1975 amendments to the Commum- :
ty Mental Health Centers Act prescribed

- those services that a commUn;t.y mental

health center. must include‘in its program

as a condition to obtaining or continuing ."j'..
to receive Federal funds.?® Before these . -
amendments, Federal regulations had

required community mental health cen-

_ters to provxde five essential services: (1) .

inpatient services; (2) outpatlent services, .

(8) partial hosp1t5.T1zatlon services mclud-f?‘"'-‘ _ |
: mg at least day care services, (4) emergen-

ey services provided 24 hours a day for at |

facilities which .will serve: a8 commumty mental
nters. : '

20 ‘May Parin, Doris Lcake Natlonal TInstitute of

-Mental Health; Dcpartmentof Health, Education,

and Welfare, wlephone interview m Wasly, D.C,
Jan, 28, 1978. . '
2 42 U.8.C. !2689e(a)(Supp V1978).

22 42 U.S.C. §§2689r, t (Supp. V 1975); 42 U. S.C.

246(dX1970). The State Menta] Heatth Aythority is

also referred to as the “Swte Agerfey” -or the
“State Mental HeaMh Agency.”

23 42 U.S.C. §2689t (Supp \' 1976) 42 (‘FR
£854.104 (b) and (c) (1976). "

24 42 U.S.C. $268%(b)2XAXSupp. V 1975).

. 25 42 U.S.C. §2689(b) 1) Supp. V 1975) See also-, o

Health Revenue Sharing Act, p. 58 .




- 28 Health Services

" least one of the three services already'"

identified, and (5) consultation and educa-
tion services.?¢ NIMH refers to the first

... four as “direct services” and to consulta- - .
“tion and educnuon actwmes 48 “indirect

o eervnce ¢

" The 1975 ame'ndmentél ‘however, statu-

torlly defined a program of comprehen-
sive mental health services as consnstmg

. of 12 services, including the 5 originally
prescribed by regulation.” Existing and -
newly established centers were originally -
given 2 years to meet the new service
- requirements.?” The act was amended® in
- 1977 to extend ‘the 2»year deadline to 3.

years. s

lnelu(led among the newly mandated’

| eu’vncee are the followmg

o a program of specn,allzed services for

~. the mental health of children, including a
~full range of. (llagnostlc treatment, liai-

son, and follow-up services (as proscribed
by the Secretary of Health Education,
and Welfare.);

. _"6 a program 'of_ speeialize(l_ services for
- the mental health of the elderly, including .

a full range of diagnostic, treatment,

liaison, and - followup services (as pre-

| ~scribed by. the Secretary);

__ o lnpat‘le_n.t gervices, outpetient services, |
~ day care and other partial ho’spitalizati_on -

services, and emergency services,;

@ consultatlon and educatlon servnoes

whlch are for a wnde range of individuals |

26 42C.F.R. §54.212 ( Su ) 1067), -

27 42 U.S.C. §2689b a)( BXiii @up V. 1975)
xtension Act o 1977 Pub. L
No. 95-#3, Title IT1, §308, 91 Stat 395(197‘!)

66 -

" and entities- l‘nvolved. with mental health :
~services, including health professionals,”

schools, courts, St.ate and local law" en-

forcement . and ‘corpectional agencies, ..
‘members of the clergy, public welfare

agencies, health services delivery agen-

cies, and other appropriate entities, and - .
include a wide -range of activities (other - =
~than the provision of direct clinical servie-

es) designed to develop effective mental

health programs in the center’s catchment

~area, promote the coordination. of - the
'provmon of mental health services among
“.various entities eefvlng the center’s catch- .-
ment area, [and] increase the awareness =~
of the residents of the center’s catchment
“area of the nature of mental health

‘ problems and the types of mental health -~

services avaxlable and

o prOVISIOn of followup care for reel-"'
dents of the ca ent area who have
“been discharged from a mental “health” -

facility.?® - -

The repoft of the House Committee on
Interstate and  Foreign Commerce ex-

plained the reasons for having included

the requirements for programs of special-
iz¢d services for older pereons and chil--

dren:

_Commumty Mental Health Cente’rs .

attempt to serve all in need within

3,:.@,-;

their catchment area responsibility. e

They have, however, lacked the re-

sources, outreach programs, and ln—n',_
centives to deliver services .to two
groug with great needs, childrenand
hese populatlons-at-nsk".. s
1 42 US.C. §2689(b)(1)(A)(B)!(C)(D and

the

(F)(‘%upp \' 1975)

:()‘_

<o



L The report adds later

L have apechl

cilll t‘;}e

programs and
e ofessionals aré equipped
to handle patients and potential_._ C
"""-V"-'_.patienta G
A epecnal ca li
~ was establishe in 197 for chi

- programs. This has led to an expam
e sion o( services to this age R’N“P |

, For pereons at the 0 poeite end of the |
o aaui) no’ oompereble-.»..."
L ’Kmal grant tpmgrem has existed.

¢ number of elderly under care in:
community mental health centers and

o ychmtnc services
CRBA prorortlon of sall petlent care

‘spectrum, the

~ other outpatient

| epleodee these faclhtles in 1971 is
qulte small. . | .
[c]ommumty-baaed ps8 ietfic fa-

- cilities (community mental health

~ centerd, outpatient psychiatric servic-

- es . and transitional mental health

facilities) are gaying a -relatively
~ minor role m t
mentally ill.

In developmg the CMHC leglslatlon .

~ Congress intended that all centers

provide fully. comprehenswe pro-
grams for all regidents in their catch-

in - practice
centers have been. unable to
deve op t the comprehenalve and highly -

% Haalt& ‘Revenué Sharing Act pp M

‘ment area. However, .
man

3 Ibid., p.54. -

32 Interim regulationa govermng State plans and

certain-other administrative requirements pursu-

“ant to the act were published on June 80, 1976. 42
C.F.R. Part §4

(1978); proposed regulations cover-

B natibn between mate mental hospitals

e care of the aged

" ing the

(i,.?,.

- and EMHC programs is often inade- -
. _quate. While recognizing the resource -
- .constraints -which: have hampeéred

. i)wdvinion ‘of oomprehenmve special-
rograms for children and the’
elderly, the Committee nonetheless”
- ~believes that all CMHC's must offer
~ these specialized servicesto be eonsid-\._
~ered to have & oomprehenaive pro-.'

o mmal

No Federal reg'ulatione have been pub-‘,

hahed 0. implement the 19‘75 amend-_

ments” T

The oommumty mental heelth oenters. "

: rogram. {s_ administered by the National ‘="
o i) stitute of Mental Health (NIMH) within - .
- the Alcohol, Drug Abuse, ‘and Mental ~
Health Admimetration, Public Health = -
_Servwe, Department of Health, Educa- . -
tion, and Welfare (HEW). Adnnnietratlon'f T
of the program on a day-to-day basis is* .-
carried out under the Regional Health
~ Administrator in each of . the 10 HEW . .- -
regional offices. These offices are respon- ..
sible for the review and approval of State .
plans, ‘the review ‘and funding. of applica- . -
tions, monitoring of community ‘mental -
-health centers throug'h annual site visits, =
‘and provision of technical assistance to
the centers. NIMH in Washington, D.C.,is - .
responsible for overall program and pohcy ol
‘developfient. and implementation.3?. Ac-
cordmg to NIMH from fiscal year 1068 ~ -

mrements end utendarde governmg the
mandatory services and

3 Ford Kuramoto, D.S. W Executive Asalstant to'" '

~the Director, Divisionof Mental Health Servwe- L

L ] . .
. -7

. 87

grant authorities pursuant -
“to the act were published on Nov. 2, 1976, 41 Fed,
-Reg. 48,242 (1976).




“Data, 1975-76

-'f_:""throuth fiscal year 1976 F‘ederal fun(Is
have he]pedot.arthOoentera Moo

-'-_SummW of- thc Rooord
-Progum Paﬂlclpam |

‘@'

.community mental health oentera, either

e«,in relation to their numbers in the catch-

“ment area population or in relation to
- their need for mental health care. ‘

J

Each year in cooperatlon w1t.h the State

~ mental health authorities, the National

Institute of Mental Health (NIMH) con-

ducts a survey of federally-funded com-
‘munity mental health centers.3® During
1975, the survey showed that 528 centers
added 919,000 new patients to their direct .
services patient caseloads.’8 NIMH refers -
. generally to new patients as “additions,”
“defined as the unduplicated count of
~ persons admitted to the CMHC system of )
' care during a reportmg year.7 “Caseload”

includes all persons under care, meaning -
_ ment area popu]atlon

the unduphcated count of patients served,

which is calculated by addmg the addl-__

Programs Natlonal lnstltute of Mehml Health;"
_ interviewin Wash,, -
- 3 Community Me
- -3 Ibid., note

- gurvey is called the “Inventory of Comprehenswe‘_

C.,Jan.7,1977. .
| Health Centers, p. 10.
p. 35. The instrument used in the

Mental Health Centers "

98 Ibid., p ' , '
37 U.S, tment of Health Education, and
Welfare at onal Institute of Mental Health,

Division of Biometry and Epidemiology, Surve
and Re Branch, Provisional Data on F

y Fun Commumt Mental Health Centera
1976»76 (1977), p. 42 (hereafber cited as Provisional

5) The definition ‘includes those
individuals who received care and were dlscharged
in a prior year but were readmltted dunng h
reporting year.
38 Corézmumty Mental Health’ Centers, notes 4-6
pp. 35

58

) Ibld p.81
.10 Roeal _
~ National Institute of Mental Health, telephone
“interview in Wash., D.C., Nov. 29, 1977. Ms: Bass'
added that. aevera! factors oontributed to deter-

-;'-.-.'midual oueload from the previoua re-'
" “porting ‘year.® “Direct services” includes
gl nervices except for consultation -and:

N '-"_'_---.education, w}ﬁch are claaailied as “indiroct

‘Data show that persons under 16 and‘-

" those 85 or over are not.being served by Aooordmg bo NIMH ataff 828 of the.f__

528 centers operating -in 1975 met the

agency's reporting standards for numbers -

of new patients.* Table 2.1 compares the'

age distribution of ‘the catchment area -~ ..

" population, U. S, population estimates; and
new patlente for the 828 oenters L

Tt'is mterestmg to note that the U S' o
.populatlon estimates closely approximate =~
the catachment area population figures. . .-
Although) persons between 15 and 44 made=- ~
up 41.2 penrcent of the catchment area =
'popu]atlon they. represented 64.5 percent
of the new patient caseload. In contrast,
persons in the age groups under 15, 45 to

. ~

64, and 65 or over were underrepresented' R

oompared to their pres% a(:; .‘l%.nl the c:&k;; o
graphyal- -

ly depncts the data preaented m table 2 1 _'-' -?

Bu's' Survey Q\d Reports anch

mining the final number of centers (328) which

_met  reporting standards. These factors included

(1) centers lacking data or unable to classify
additions by raoe/sex/age werd excluded; (2) at

" lenst 80 percent of & center’s additions had tp be
catchment area residents and this excluded centers -

that are part of county operations (she estimated

“that 10 to 15 percent of the centers fell into this
category); -and (8). demographic information for
‘the catchment area had to be available, which
eliminated centers in Guam and Puerto Rico that

do not serve traditionally defined catchment areas.

6o




1 Text Provided by ERIC

~Distribution ot
- ..:hnnh mhr pnthnhy m. 1978

popuatonot
?tohmonunu _ :

comtmnny
Mental Hulm :
Canter New
Patients

15~

Testen

o-_.

Ags Undorw 1524 2844 4seA 8+ e

Comparllon of cnchmcm area popumlon
with new community mental health center = _ -
pltiontu by age, bqud on 328 oonton _ ) e ST

8ource;. U8, anmmon! of. Hunh Educetion, and wmin Nationsl o :
Inatitute of Mental MNealth, Division of Mahtal Health 8ervice Prbonmu . P Toe e
end Dlvhmn of Biometry and Ip!dnmoloqy unpublishead date, - : a : i
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' Tnbh a 1
Percent Dlltribuuon of U.8. Population, cnchmont

. Area Populullon. and New Community Monul Health

Cmur Nmu by Aoo. 1l7l

,\

'__Aoomoubs

lulmm' » Populcﬂon' nms
1000% T tooo% 1000%
Undor 15 ' _261 28.8 163
1824 188 181 26.1
28-44 280 23.1 38.4
- 45-84 208 o204 181
;ea+ 105 ' 99 4t

80ur0| 'U 8 Dopmmcnt ot Comnm'co Buuau of mo Comul
rent Population Reports, Beries P-28, no. 843 tabia 3;

CU!

*U 8., Department of Health, Eduqnlon .and Welluie,’ Nlhonll

" “Institute of Mental Health. Division ol Biometry end spmomxomu un-

: publuhcd data. Data ere . 'or 128 Centers. o

. . ..

~ sentation in the population, U.S. popula-

tion figures reported by the Bureau of the
~ Census were used. Whether catchment
areas served by the operating centers

were representatlve of the U.S. popula--

“tion at any tlme is unknown ‘however, it is

NIMH made estimates® for the 200
operating centers that failed to meet the
reporting standards.+! The resultmg data
for the universe of 528 centers show
substantially the same distribution pat-
terns for new patients as were evideneed
- for the 828 reporting centers. (See table
2.2.) Those between 25 and 44 constituted
the largest percentage of new patxents

) Ibld For the 200 oenters for whlch insuffi-
cient data were available (528 minus 328), NIMH
‘made estimates of new pationts based on, among
other things, the number of years they had been in
operation. This is-how NIMH arrived at the figure
of 919,000 mew rj)atlents fo( the universe of 528

- . operating cente

42 On older persona’ participation, see, for exam-
ple, U.S., Congress, Senate, Specnal Committee on
Aging, Mental Health Care and the Elderly :

60

~ 0t

“us, mﬂlnuon ‘Catohment Area  New e

' : T.NO l 2 o .
" Peroent Dmﬂbutton of New Communlty llontnl

Hulth thr Pnﬂom by Ag., 197;
MOOroupo New Pamu :
All Ages 1000%
Undor 15 e _100 :

. 1517,- _ S )

T8 24_'?.:_ I R E 261
‘6 64 . ‘6‘ "..

' 06-(— : 40: e

U v SN,

aourco us Dopcnmcm of m.nn !ducmon and Woum Publlo
‘Health Sarvios, Aloohol, Orug Abuse and Mental Heaith Admlnu;utlon ?

National Institute of Mental Health, Gommunity MenThi Healtn Centers,

The Rederal lnmrmont (1977) p. IO Dm are tor 828 conhn T

percent of the new patients..- Uy

The 1975 age dlstrxbutlons of new
pat:ents do not vary substantlally fmm
those reported in previous years. In fact,
the pa.rtlmpatlon levels of children and-

- older persons in the CMHC program have

represented a continuing pattern of un-

derservice for some time.43 Following isa

presentation of new patient data for each

year from 1968 through 1975. For some

_years, catchment area popu]atlon data

were not available; therefore, to make
some comparisons between the age distri-
butions of new patients and their repre- ¢ o

Shortcommgs in Public Policy, 92d Cong Ist sess.,
1971, Comm. print, pp. -21-22 (hereafter cited as

Mental Health and the Elderly ); Robert D, Butler, .

Why Survive? Bein OLd in America (New York:

| Ha% r and Row, 19 gp 28640 (hereafter cited
y Sumve’ ), &

tables presented in the

text. On children’s particlpatlon see, for example, -

Mental Heaith Services for Children, pp. 14-15. On-
both age
Sharing Act, pp. 6 and 54

ups &a_r:icipatnon, see Health Revenue

n

_,’fhose under 18 made up nearly one-
-fourth, while' those 65 of over were 4
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.interesting to note that for those years for _._number of oenters reportmg data on, -
which both catchment area and U.S. among other things, the age-dxagnoetlc-, L
population figures are avallable the age . distribution of additions to centers. wﬁ e
distributions are very similar, In addition, considerably less than’ 165; however," S
variations exist in the age categories used 'NIMH indjeated: that, based on'its analy-
in reporting new patients for some years. sis, the reporting centers could be consid- - -
“To make some comparisons over_years, gred representative of all 165 0peratin8 R
data and age. gmups han been couapaed : %ntem.‘a Table 238 presents the prOVISKm-' '
where possible. Any variations exist pri- al age participation data by the three . -

'ma.nly at the younger age categones. " service categories reported: 24-hour care,
L pamal care, and outpatlentcare

: Ac’cbrding to IMH 165 commumty | Assummg that, ‘the "U'. populatxon:"
mental health centers were in operation esttmates ‘approximated the catchment -
for at least one month in 1968 'I‘he'_ - area populatlbn, the. data mdlcate that_._

43U, S Department# Health Eduoatlon, and matlon, Office of Program Pllnnlng and Evalu-:
Welfare National Institute of Mental ‘Health,  ation,. Riometry Branch, Survey and Raporta
National Clearmghouse for Mental Health Inf‘Or- '_'.Sectlon Statwtwal Notc 13(1970), p.1
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are generally underrepresented in the

CMHC caseload. Total patient additions-
~were not reported for 1968; however,
patterns of age participation by service

category are noteworthy in that certain

' age groups #re far less represented than

others W1thm each category. NIMH re-
ported: Lo

It is. . .seen that additions to 24-hour

and partial care services were largely

concentrated in the young adult and

. middle age groups (20-654) with fewer

elderly (65 years and over) and chil-

dren and adolescents (under 18 years) -

being admitted to these services. For

. outpatient care gervices the pattern

~was generally much the same except
that . proportlonately higher numbers
of persons- under 18 years.. were
| admltted " .

In 1»96_9, 205 centers were in operation.

~ Assuming that no significant differences -
" existed between the reporting centers and

~ the ones in operatlon NIMH estimated
totals .for the universe of operational

~ centers. 4. Table 24 presente the . age

.dlstrlbulﬁm of the new. patients and the
- U.S. population estimates. Those under 18
“and those-over 54 are less well represented

1

neral population.

In 1970, 255 centers were in operatlon
and admitted an estimated 335000 new

-~ patients.#6 Table 2.5 compares the U.S. .
.+ population figures to the new patlents_‘ '_

44 Thid. |
+ U.S., Department of
'.Welfare Public Health Service, Health Services

and’ Mcntal Health Admlmstrutlon National’ Insu» :

©tute of Mental Health Stamtzml Notp 0(1971), D

: L (2} “the patient population’ than in the_

‘ulth Educatlon artd )

Rico. Slight declmes or increases occurred
for all age groups except for those 65 or

over; their partncnpatnon level remained- ato
the same level as in 1969—8.9 percent. -
- Those under 20 continued to be underre-
, presented compared to their representa-
tion in the general population; however, '
~ the sub-group aged 15 to_ 19 was overre-’

presented. The data thus indicate that the

underrepresentatnon suggested by the

aggregated age group “under 20” in 1969
(see table 2.4) may actually occur at a

younger age at least—under 15. Com-
pared to the U.S. population, the age

groups 45 to 64 and 65 or over were also
‘underrepresented. However, the 1969 fig-
ures for the more dlscrete age groups 45

to 54 and 85 to 64 indicate that what

appears to be an: aggregate: unden‘epte—

sentation of those 45 to 64 in 197Q may -
actually be a function of underrepreeenta-' |
tion of the 56 to 64 age group, as ehown by .

the 1969 flg'l)?es |

One observation worth making at this
point is the need to have' sufficiently -
discrete age clasmflcatlons to enable. a
moreé precise 1dent1flcatlon of where prob—»;
lems may actually be occurring. The age -
. categories reported by NIMH ‘were aggre-

gated after 1969 and again after 1972,

thus impeding to some extent the analyses N
~ that could be made if more dlscrete
Icategorles had been used. |

16 U q
Welfare Public Hedlth Service, Health Services
and Mental Heéalth
tute of Mental Healt
pp- 1-2.

€&

I)Qpartment of Health h.dugatlon and'

dmmmtratmn Ndtional Insti--
, Statistical Note 67 (1972),

* - persons under 16 and persona 85 or over ‘j‘_'admitt,ed to all centers but” thoee in Pe Mo

v
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"Aop croupn ln!mm- m«mv
All Ages 100 0% - 100 0%
Under 18 _f 95.0 211 B
S . 18-19 34 58
€ 2834 120 20.7
B . 2 S R A F 18.7°
. AB-B4 118 1.8
56-84 0.2 . 6T .
8574 - * g2 2.7
784 3.7 12 rent Popumlon Reports, Series P28, no. W14, tble 8. -
- R 1VE § onmmm of Health, Gducation,” and Wellare, - ruouw

Source: *U.S. Oopmmnnt ‘of. Commm:o luruu ot !ho Canut Cur.
rent Population Reposte, Beries P25, no. 519, tabls 8. :

. %U.8 Depanment of Health, §ducation, and Weltare, Publlo
Health Service, Haalth Servicas and Menta! Health Administration,
‘National institufe of Menta! Haalth, Statiztical Note 3¢ (1"15 ubln A
. Data sre fo( 905 centers.

T
R Table2s .
- _Peroen] Distribution of U.8. Populatlon
and Now Co unity Mental Health Center Pathnh
' (!xcludlng Puerto Rlco) by Aqo. 1970 '
s ._, ”'7 N S I
U.O Popullllon . '
Ago Groupo lcﬂmnlnl New Paﬂpnhb
“AH Agn 100.0%’ . 100.0%
e ' 5 DERT
L 0"._-.-‘ S 8. ' ¥
- 514 . 202- } _28'_7 14.4 } 168
15419 9.4 | 12.6 > g
. : ) 17.7 K
20 Sl e
ey R TR L
- 45-64 208 R | 7B
65 + 100 o, 30 -

OV S, R

* Based on 310 974 new pmunn :
S Source: *Ug Depertment of Commeice. Bureay of 'ho Conluo Cw
)l rent Populatian Repprie, Serjes P-25, no. §14, tadle 3.
. b').8 Dapartment of Heaith, Educetion; nnd Walfare. PubHo
- . Heslth Sarvios, Health 8ervices end Mental ‘Health “Administration,
Nations! Institute of Mantal Health, Stetistical Note 87 (1972) p. 5.
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| ~ In 1971 there Were' an eati'rﬁate‘d 432,640

new patients added to the caseloads of 295
centers. 47 NIMH conducted a -special

65 or over while, “those 5 to 14 saw a’ |

decline of 2 percedt. A comparison be-

tween the figures reported for the 69
centers and those for all centers operating.

" anaysis of a sample of 69 centers which

showed that older persons accounted“for

nearly 10 percent of the catchment area -
population buj only 4 percent of the
..centers’ new patient population.#8 Table

2.6 compares the new patients for the 69

bases closcly approximate each other.
Those in the age groups ¢f birth to 4, 5 to

" 14, 45 to 64, and 65 or over were underre-

- presented to varyingt degrees, while the -

- groups aged 20 to 44 accounted for nearly”
two-thirds of all new patients. All age

- groups expcrlcnccd some slight increase
or decrease over- 1970. Older persons’

(65+) participation rose over 1969 and:

_declined by .2 N
" 'the group aged 65 or over is slight, but
‘when considered with the constancy of its -

1970, but by a mere .1 percent. Those 45 to

64 increased to 18.9 percent, or 1.7 percent’
over 1970 and .6 percent over 1969. The
25-to-44-year-old group had a slight in- -
crease of .4 percent over 1970 while

partlclpatlon" of the group 20 to 24 de-

clined slightly from 1970 but was higher -~
than for 1969. Participation of those 15 to

19 mcreased by the same margm as those

97 US f)cpartmcnt of Hcalth, Educatlon and'
S 'Wclfarc-

National Institute of Mental . Hcalth
-~ Statistical Note 87 (1973), p- 1. :
48 J.8, Department of ‘Health, Educatlon and
.'Welfare, Public Health Service, Health.. Servi riges

and Mental Health Adminigtration, National. Insti- "

- tute of Merital Health, Statistical Note 86 (1973), p?
19 ‘(hereafter cited as Statistical Note 86 ).
According 1o NIMH, the 69 centers were selected

" based on' the availability of demographic informa- -
* tion for the catchment areas in which the centers

. were located, and criteria for completeness of
. reporting on themvcntory forms. p. 17.%

4% Catchment, area population flg'ures were de-
rivc'd from* 1970 U.K. Ccnqua of Populatlon
Ibid., p. 17.

64

in 1971 shows generally the same patterns
of participation by age. (See table 2.7.)

Persons 45 or over, however, were report-

ed at a lower participation level for all

" centers thar for the 69, (1972 CMHC data -
. centers with the U.S: population estimates
- and the catchment ared population.®® The
- general and catchment area population -

were not available to the Commission.)

R : -
In 1978, 261 of 391 operating centers

(excluding Guam and Puerto Rico) report-
ed the addition of 419,107 patients to their
caseloads.’ (See table 2.8.) Compared to

the 1971 figures for 69 centers (see table
2.6), the agf group under 15 increased by

3.3 percent!the group. 45 to 64 decliped by
8.1 percent, and the group 65 or over
percent. The decrease for

participation level and the d#parity be- ”

tween its repnesehtatlon in the general or
the catchment area populations,the fig-

ure “takes on 9omewhat g'reatcr sng‘mfl-

cance

e

In 1976 NIMH publmhed pmvnslonal T

; da,ta on 431 cen'ters in operatlon in 197408 -0 -

.50 US Departmcnt qf Health Educatlon and.:

{

Welfm Public - Health Servnce, Aleohol, Drag -
- Abuse, and Mental Health Admlmstratlon, Nation-.
" al Institute of Mental Health,
and Epidemiology, Survey and Reports Branch _
- Statistical Note 126 (1976), p. X'}

51.U.8,, Department of Hcalth. Educatlon, and
Wclfarc National Institute of Mental Health,

‘Division of Biometry: and’ Epidemiology, Survey

and Reports Branch, Provigional Data.on Federal-

ly Funded Cmnmumty Mental Health Centers,

1974-75 (1976), p. i. Of the 434 operating centers,
410 completed the inventory form, NIMH estimat-
ed for the misaing cent\ers or for the mlssmg data

N

ivigion of" Blometrybl o



ey

.

" Ap-e4

prieon of Peroent Distribution

Mehtal Health Cents

‘ot U:8, Population
for 208 .and for 69
by Age, 1971 -

tho.iiéuumpn-'
Hetimatesd .

‘New Paients

100.0%
8.4
19.8 '
T 1
20-24 o SR &3
' 234
20.7

1.0
133
48,8

389
168

100,0%
BEET I

" 10.0 ' ' 35

. 1000% %
e
99
87
234
196 - _
"W .~

Source: * U.8. Department of Commaerce, Bureau of tha Census, Current Population Reporta, Beriee P-28, no. 81
v U.8. Deparimant of Health, Eduoation, and Waltare, National institute of Mental Haalth, Statiatival L . .
;2 U.8. Departmant ot Health, Eduoation, and Weitare, Publio Heaith Servipe, Health Ssrvicea an Mantal Heaith Adminietration, Nationat

.Ino!l!u!l ot Manta! Health, Statiaticel Note 86 (1073}, pp, 18~18.

A " Table2s
Percent Distribution ot U.8. Popuiation, Catctient.
Area Population, and New Community Mental Health

hS
o

Center Patients by Age, 1973 ks

U.8. Population Catohment Area  New
* Estimatees '

100.0% .

288
181
243
20.7

_ . 108 : \

Source: * {18 D-obmmon! of Commaerce, Bureau of xhoP_Co sua, Cur

*rent_Population Reports, Series P-25. no. 814, table 3. . .
» 5.8, Department of Mealth, Education, and Waltare, Public’

s +

~ Age Groups

100.0%

18.7
21.0
23.3 36.8°
.20 - 188
S e 38

100.0%

Under 18 :
181

18-24
28+44

CoL RN

*7 . Heatth Servica, Alcohol, Drug Abuse and Mantai Health Administration,
- National Instjtuta of M\‘nul_Hulm.‘ Sratistionl Note No. 128 (1978),

p. 10 Data are tor 28t centers. ) : /

0 (19,0 1.

“Percent Distribution of U.8. Population and New
Community Mental‘Nealth Center Patients by Age,
T e

Population® Patientst '

15-24

C45-64

Ul.- 'ow"um : - o ! .
Estimatess . New Patients?

100.0%
18.7
203

AR

16.0
-

Bource: + U.8. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Canaus, Tur-

rent Popultion Reporta, Series P~26,'No. 043, Table 3. - '

.. %8 Department of Health, Education, and Wsliare, National
Institute of. Mantat Heaith, Divisjon of Siomatry and Epidemielogy.
Survey and RepcitaeBranch, Provieional Dal ‘on Faderally Funded Com-
munity Mental Health Centers, 1974-78 (1878), p. R0. ‘Oata are for 434
canterns. : . . LT

Age Groups

100.0%

260
© 183
IR LU
12080,
04 N

Ail Ages
Under 18

.

26-44

es +




. 48-84

TUN.QiO

E Pemnt Dle!rlbuﬂon of New Community mhul Hulth conm I

- e e L L
R : .
8 A.o ampo 1m 1070 | 1m
"_Au Ages 100.0% 100.0%  100.0%
) _:‘:der 5 130 154 - 14.3
We-24 88 . . 213 208
26-44 e 136.2 369
18.9 17.2 16.6
68+ @0 39 3.6

. aource U a Dopwmem ol Hunh !ducauon and wmm Na!lonal ln.mulo ot M.nul Hnlth Dlmlon ot Ilomolry and Ipldomlolooy Oumy ond ’

e '5'1m'
1000% 100, 0% : loo 0% .
112 e, 187 . 180

w9 /287 08 - 1 .
389 - . 388 a1 8
16.2 16.0 16.0 . T 18.4

38 38 39 4.0

Reporty Branch, -Provisional Data on Fedarally Funded Community Mente! Hedl!th Centers 1978-768 (1877). p 38

“q
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The data ehow_'substa'ntially the same
levels of participation as for 1973. (See

_ table 2.9 for the 1974 data.) More recently,
* NIMH has published a- compilation of -
final (as opposed sto provisional) new
patient data for the years 1969 to 1974 and -
provisional data_for. 1975.52 Table 2.10

“provides a’ summary view: of ‘the age

distributidn patterns for 1969 to 1975. No.

~© sighificant differences sppear from the
. data that had been reported on an annual
“bagis.

| Persons under 15 have expenenced an
- increase of 8 percent since 1969. Their
represent,atlon reached-a peak in‘1972 and
has decllned sinoe, Participation levels of

7 for repomng centers that failed: to meet stan-

dards..
2.U.8, Departm@nt of/Health Educauon -and
Welfare, National Institute of Mental Health
Division of Biometry and Epidemiology, Surve
and Reports Branch Provisional Data on Federal-

86

\'\

those 15 to 24 and 25 to 44 have remained

relatively stable with some slight fluctua-

tions from year-to-year. Partlclpatlon of . -

those 45 to 64 has steadily declined since
1969 with an overall decline of 8.5 percent.

(Because in general the variations from
year-to-year for all ages were slight, the . -~
“gituation of the 45 te 64 age group is . -
‘noteworthy). Representation of those 65 L
~“or over has hovered at or below 4 peroent" L

,{or the entlre period.

An exammatlon of the age-spemﬁc_ o

addition rates for 69 centers in 1971, 261
centers in 1978, and 828 centers in 1976

~ also shows the extent to which eert;am age
groups are underrepresented or overre-

¥

By
L
B

ly Funded Community Mental Health Centers,

1975-76, p. 85. The 1975 data are provisional, They

“are the same data reported for 528 centers in ;

Community Mental Health Ccmtera, p 28, clbed
above, -

Y
yto o
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}- _i." . O R
' o | Addiven Rates . .
A.o ompo um..-_': Y L LA [
an l.u RN Y ..1,999.‘9 :_"11443
Under 18 .~ 4202 - 6218 6478
1824 [ 13080. , 18080 - 11,6834
2844 14081 18911 T 198040
4884 - ssen 8382 8803
- 88+ 9817427 474l

' Oouroo “us. Oopmmam ‘of MHealth, “Educstion. end Waltere, Aublic

Heaith S8ervice, Health Bsrvices and Maental Health Adminietrhtion,
Narions! Institute of Mental -Health, aumrml Note 86 (1973), p. 18

Deta are lor 69 conters.
s U, 8. Depertment of Health, lduomon ond w.ltan Publlo
. Health Seryice, Alcohol, Drug Abuse end Mental Heeslth Adminietration,

Netiona! Inatitute of Mental Health, sumlleol Nolo T8 (1978), p. 18/

Data are tor 281 cepters.

<U.8. Depertmant ol mmn lauqnlon ond Wolhn Pubnc'
Meaith 8srvica, Alcohol, Drug-Abuss and Mante! Mealth Administration,

stth Conter Patient Addition .~~~
Am mmw , SR S

'Nellonal institute of Mantal Haslth, Community Mental Meakh Centera, * . T

The Federe! Invnlmonl (1977) 'Y ao Date are !or m oomon o

o presented in the commumty mental health
. centers. programs Addition rates involve &

" caomparison of the number of new patients

-~ within an age group-to the number of
~-persons ‘within that.group in- the ¢atch-
ment area populatlon If age were pot a

~ fagtor.in the program, addition re¥es for

~ each group should. approxxmate ‘the rate
. for all age groups. Table 2.11 prepaffts the

age-specific addition rates for 197‘1 1973

and 1975,

N

"In each year, sngmflcant dlspantles
exiét between the rate for all age groups
and that for those 85 or ovet; the aggre-
gate rate is about 2.5 times that for older
persons. The. next greatest disparity oc-

curs for those under 15, Although a

rélatively large increase in partheipation
< oceurred’ between 1971 and 1978, - the

83 Stahstu-al Note 86, p. 8.

.

r" )
L Y

'.' group remamed underrepreeented by
~ substantial ‘margin. - -Although data are.
presented in the aggregate for the age
- group .under .15 NIMH reportod that-in .-
1971 the addition rate was 107.5.for the - ™
 population under 5 and 562.1 for those§.to .
* 14.5 NIMH summarized the 1975 addition = "
" rate data 88 follows: “Relatwe to their T
numbers in the [catéhment} area, children
are served at roughly onesthird the: ratp
and the elderly at less than one-fourth the -
rate of the 25-44~year-old group.”%* This
statement accurately describes the-situa-
tion in 1978 as well. In 1971 the compari-
sons to the 25 to 44 age group were even
less fﬁvorable for those under 15.

The rate each year -f_o_rvthos‘e 5toBdis
also well shy of the rate for all ages. In
Ll Commumty Mental Health Ccnum, p. 20" : |

87
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Under 18 -
18.24
28-44
45-84

55' +

Al Ages

Sourco ua Doommorq ot Nulm !ducn!lon nnd ”w.nm Publlc Haalth aorwco Nulm MMcu and Monm Hunh Adm\nmmlon anooll
Inalitute ‘of Mental Health, Statiatical Note #8 -\

1ommcammAm Populﬂlonby“o, 1!?1-10" -
. o»h«mon
" Rate o o Mmmnm

| Change 1973 . Change 1078 M ml

. L overiMy -over 1973 over 1071 -

‘w87 T YR +749 +m.1-

4202 - S +2013 4200 +227.8
1,308.0 +201.0 +57_4 +348.4.
1.408.1 +288.0. 138 +408.8

066.1 Co-re +21.1. .~0.8
13817 +51.0 +61.4 B S LT X I o

(1979). p

‘U8 Department of Mealth, Education, and Wonnn Public’ Hulm SarvlCI A!cohol Druo Abuse and Mom-l Hmlh Admlnllmllon Nmonal

tlnumuu of Mental Health, Srlmuocl Note 120 (1978). p. 18.
(UL Depanmant of Health,. Education, and Wellare, Public Haaith 8ervity, AiGgho!, Drug Abuu nnd Monnl Hu"h Admlnlmﬂloa

ﬁ‘nlon.l ‘_‘ i ‘
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ntrast the rates for thoee 15 to 24 and .

25 to 44 well exceed the rate for all ages.

Table 212 presents the addmon rate

. changes for all three years using 1971 as

™~

the rate for .all groups. 'I‘hts may be.
wttributable in part to 1mp_lementat1_0n of -

the base addition rate year. The data

reveal, even further, dlspantles within the

program. If age were not a factor, the
rate change for each age group should
approximate that for all age groups.

In 1978 fairly gubstantial changes over

1971 occurred for most age groups. The
rate change for those under 15 exceeded

the 1970'amendments to the Community

Mental Health: Centem Act which made
- special program provisions for children.?

‘The rate changes for those 15 to 24 and 25

to 44 also exceeded the aggregate rate but

far more substantially. The addition rate

for thoge 45 to 64 declined in 1973 over

1971. This is the only group showing a
decline. Those 65 or over experieneed &an

increase, but qlgmflcantly bdow the rate

" change for all ages.

~ appropriations for 1972 and 1973.%6 Al-

- agegroups, the change for those'25 to 44 -
was the only one tha.t cxceeded thelﬁ

85 The

The rate change% for 19?5 over 1978 are
less a;gmfncant in general than those for

1978 over 1971. This may be atmbut,able'

in part to the ‘increases in program

though the rate changes ineressed for all

1970 Amendmenw to thc (‘ommumt
tal Health Ce Act authorized construd-
staffing ﬁance to centers to enable
‘establis lized p 8 of mental
services for children. (‘om%:?mt sMental
Centers Amendmcnts of 19 Pub L. No,

11, §1, 84 Stat. -
" The tptal approj ations for the commumty

A

" Act, the Genéral A

}\tul health cent/em pmurrum were $90 100, 000 in

aggregate rate chang'e 'I’hoee under 15

and those 45 to 64 had the lowest rate
__changes—one-eighth of the change forthe
25-to-44-year-old group. The rate change o
for those 25 to 44 is nearly four times that
of the 15 to 24 and more than three times

that of the 65 or over age groups

Examination of the rate chang'es over
the entire period shows a net decrease for
those 45 to 64. Persons 45 to 64 and 65 or
over have substantially lower rate chang-

es than any other -age group. The rate
change for those 25 to 44 is nearly five
times that for those 85 or over and twice

that for all ages. Although the net change |

for those under 15 nears that for all ages,

‘the significant change occurred between -

1971 and 1973, In sum, those 15 to 24 and =~

those .25 to 44 have b‘_ee*added to the
cantly greater rate -~ .-

program at a signifi
than any other age group. Those 45 or

over have been added at a sngmflcant]y o

lower rate than any ¢ other age group

‘In addition to NIMH 8 national data on

program participants, others have also

cited un?ierwW1oe to children and older
- persons as a problem W1thm the commum-i_
ty mental health centers program. :In:

1974, in' conjunction with cong'reasmhal

vonsideration of the 1975 amendment,s to

the Community- Ment:al Health Centers '

$205,100,000 in, 1878, In 1974, $198,698,000 was

.appropriated, less. than the amount for/1973. o
“1976, 218,151,000 was appropriated restoring thé = -

program to more than its 1974 level. These data

* werge obtained from U.S, Department of Health,
Education, and Welfane. National - [nstitute of -

Mental Health' Office of Program Support. -

/. : 1S
.

ounting Offiee (GAO) o
! issued a report to the Cong'ress ofitsstudy. -

1971, This increased: to $160,100,000 in 1972 and to

LA
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Bexar County MR/MH . ~;i
Center, Southeast  Tex. 100.0% 3_2.0% 17.8% 22.8% 191
Bexar County MR/MH Co
Center. Southwest, Tex. 100.0 11.7.
'Edgewater Uptown - '
CMHC, Chicago, 1l 100.0 227 . 188
Kennebec Valley ' :
MH Center, Maine 1000 212 18
‘Highline-West RS
Seattle CMHC. Wash 1000 212
Tri-County CMHC. Mo 1000 187"
Park East Sompre- o
. hensive CMHC. Colo. 100.0 19.1 10
" Westside CMHC. SFO'- 100.0 212 138
So.u!_hoaa! GMH_C, SFO_ 100.0
chkaon Memorial . .
Hospital Contor Miami,
Fla ) ' 1000

208 122
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.of the management activities of 12 com-
~ munity mental health centers.” Based on
~ an analysis of patient records at 11 centers -

~ and-population data for their catchment -

" areas, the GAO concluded:

| "_ .Chlldren under age 5 and persons age
- 65 and over were underserved. In

proportion -to their numbers in the

catchment areas. Persons age 20 to
44. . .are represented on

cordq in numbers well a _
proportion in the catchment area,>®

Table 2.18 presents the data reported by .
GAO for 9 centers, (Data appear to have.

- been unavailable or exceptionally limited
for the other 26 centers.) In every in-
stance, children under 5 and persons aged
65 or over were seriously underrepresent-
ed. Except for one center, those between

20 and 44 were overrepresented. In all but

“two centers; those between 5 and 19 were
o [undermpreqented to varying degrees. The
.ﬂme was true for those between 45 and

A 19’:71'”qtud.y of community mental
- health cénters conducted by the Joint

I.nformatnon Services -of the - American

. Psychlatnc Association also showed un- -
o derrepresentatlon of children in communi-

B U S., General Acecounting Office, Need for More
E‘ffectue Management of (‘ommumty Mental

Health Centers Program (1974), p. i (hercafter
cited a8 GAO Report ). See appendix 11, p. 84 of the

‘report, for a listing of the centers covered. This -
was a followup to an earlier study conducted by

GAO and reported on July 8, 1971

8 Ihid., p. 11,

59 R&ymond M. Glassgote and othem Children and
Mental Health Cenprs: Program Problems and
Pmepe(tv (Washington, D.C.
Services of the Américan Psychiatric Association
and the National A%socnatmn for Mental Health,

atient re-
ve their

Joint Information -

’ty mental hea.lth oenters Based on res ";"-f

ponses from 148 centers on questions:
about .services provided to . children and .

-adolescents and. their representat#on in .
the centers’ patient caseloads, the authors -
concluded that, except for consultation
‘and education services, children and ado-
lescents were oomuderably underserved in .
all service categomee compared R
proportion in the population, although

adolesoents fared b‘Otter than chlldren "Q

In another study, o]der persons’ were
found to be underrepresented. Dr. Robert .

~ Dovenmuehle reported to the U.8. Senate

Special Committee on Aging in 1971 on his

survey of 184 centers: “It is clear that in
“most of the comprghensive eommunity . .

mental health centers, problems of the

‘aged are not being. adequabely reached ’'60

Partlcnpant data and other document.a- |
ry information available for some of the
community mental health: centers covered

in #he Commission’s field study and publlc

hearings -showed problems of service -

~ delivery to children and older persons.. . °
NIMH included 10 of the 13 community =~ -
" mental: health. centers that Commission '
“staff visited in its 1975 group.of 828 -

centers that met agency reporting stan-
dardq for new pat;ents 81 Table 2.14

1972) p 45 The authors also mdlcate varlatlons in.
the upper age limits used to define “children” and-

“adolescents." see p. 41.

8 Robert H. Dovenmuehle “A Review of the
Impact of the Community Mental Health ‘Center
Movegient on Psychiatric Services to Senior
Citizens,” in Mental Health Care and the Elderly,
appendix 2, item 4, p. 178.

81 Three centers that were visited by Commlsslon

staff were not included among the 328 centers
which (z‘wt NIMH reporting standards. The Jack- -
son Me

wag excluded because only .79 percent of its new-

o ) _:'71

to their - -

tal Health Center in Jackson, Mississippi, -



‘presents the catchment area populations

- and . new patnents reported by the 10

.centers for. 1975

Al 10 centetfs show the age group
under 15 as being underrepreaented com-

pared to its presence in the catchment .
drea population. The proportion of new
- patients under 15 was less than one-third

the proportion that age group represented
in the catchment area population of three

centers: Highline-West, ‘Park East, and
Three more centers
had patient proportions that were approx--

Jackson Memorial.

~imately one-half the representation of the

3 5 '
under 15 age group in their catchment ~ patient, data for the 10 centers for 1975

area populations: Fdgewater, Tri- County,
and Westside.

In all but one center the age group 15 to
24 is overrepresented to varying degrees.
‘The age group 25 to 44 is overrepresented

- significantly in all butsone center. In the
~ Highline-West Seattle center, the group’s

- proportion of new patients is just under

~ two times its representation in the catch-
» ment area populatlon

Persons aged 45 or over are underrepre— |

~ sented in eight centers; however, in' two of

, ‘these underrepre%ntatlon is slight-—by .3
- percent .in one and by 1.5 percent in
"anothe"r ‘The greatest disparities occurred
e Southeast Westside, and Highline-
West Seattle community mental-health

~centers. This age group was overrepre-,

“ patients were catchment area residents. NIMH
standards require that 80 percent be:catchment
area residents.

the center uses age categories different from
NIMH's and only 60 percent of its patients were
catchment area residents. Finally, the Northwest.

72

Ravenswood Hospital Medical
Center in Chicago, Illinois, was excluded because .

- sented by 4 Gj)ereent in one center and 1 2 .
__peroent in an'tber L . . .

_ Persons 65 Or over are unden'epreaented R
. in- seven centers: In two of these centers,

underrepresentation is slight—.4 percent,
and 1.6 percent, respecli vely The most
striking disparities occurred in the Edge—

water-Uptown, Park East Comprehenswe, :

and Westside community mental heglth
centers. Only 4 of 636 patients for the:

~ Park East center were 65 or over. The age

group was overrepresented in three other
centers.

Catchment area . populatlon and new

were. aggregated and recalculated to .
determine what differences, if any, exist-
ed between data for 10 of the centers
included in the Commission’s study and.

_ the national data reported that year for

the 828 centers.(See table 2:1. ) The resulta
are as follows '

® Under 15-— Whlle the exact propor- ”

" tions differ, the data for both the 328 and
the 10 centers reveal substantial differ-
ences between the carchment area populav', S
tions- and new pauents Persbns in this .
. group represented 288 percent of the

catchment area population’ for the 328

- centers and 16.3 percent of the &dditions.

For the 10 centers visited by the Commis~-
sion, those under 15 represented 278 -
percent of the catchment area population
and 18 percent of the new patients.

Denver Community Mental Health Center was

excluded because only 70 percent of its new
patients were catchiment area residents. U.S,,
Department of Health, Educatlon, and Welfare,_
National Institute of Mental Health, Division of
Biometry and Epndenﬂblogy, Survey and Reports
Branch. _

- .
-~




- _catchment area population and 26.1 per-

0 15 to 24— For the 328 oenters this
group fepresented 18.1 percent of the

cent of new patients, with a disparity of

~ positive 8 percent. For the 10 centers, the
- group represented the same proportion of

‘the population but 24.8 percent of addi-
tions, producmg a disparity of posntlve 6.2.

Y 22 to 44— Persons in: ﬁm age group
.represented 23.1 percent of the catchment

area population in the national data and

~ 38.4 percent of new patients. For the 10

centers, the group represented 25 percent
of the population and 40.7 percent of new
patients. The group's level of overrepre-
sentdtion in the national figures and in

the 10 center figures is nearly the same.:

@ 45 to 64— The national data shew
" that the age group made up 20.1 percent
‘of the catchment area population and 15.1
percent of new patients. Data for the 10

~ centers show a 19.7 percent representation

among the catchment area population and

15.1 percent of the new patients. The

~ disparity for the national data is a nega-
. tive 5 percent, whereas thé “disparity for

. centers than among the 328. Whereas they

EKC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

the 10 centers 18 a neg'atlve 4.6 p‘ercent,

o 65+ O]der persons were also better |

represented among ‘patients in the. 10

comprised 4.1 percent of new patients for

‘the 328 centers, they made up 6.9 perceat

of the 10 centers vislted

Age spec1f1c addition rates for the 10'

centers were also examined and are set
forth in table 2. 15. (Three of the centers

visited by Cammission staff were not

included in either set of data. How. much,
if at all, their inclusion would alter the

." .

| flgrures cannot be determmed Durmg' B

interviews at the Ravenswood Hospltal-

Medical Center in Chicago and thé Jack-
gon Mental - Health Center in Jackson,

Mississippi, the directors provided data to

staff which are reported below. With

respect to the third center, ‘Northwest
Denver Community Mental Health Cen-
ter, the director provided sotfie data at the
Denver hearing, which are also reported -
later in this chapter. ) r .

Data for the Bexar County Southeast
Center show that the addition rates for
those under 15 and.45 to 64 fall short of
the rate for all ages. Older persons have
the  highest rate with those 45 to 64

.showing the lowest. Bexar County South- -,
““west Center shows rates for the under 15

and 15 te 24 age groups that are lower

than the rate for all ages. The addition o

rates for those under 15 and those 66 or
over . for the Edg'ewater-Uptown Center
are about one-half the tate for all’ ages.

. The rate for those 45 to 64 also falls short | |

of the aggregate rate

Kennebec Valley Mental Health Center
shows that the rate for older persons is.
nearly one-t third that for all ages. The age

groups under 15 and 46 to 64 also have low

rates. Older persons have a rate equal to

less than one-fourth the rate for. all ages: - .'

in the Highline-West Seattle Community,

Meéntal Health Center, with the age group -

under 16 following q osely behind. The
rate for those 45 to 54 is only about half
that for all ages. Those 15 to 24 and 25 to
44 have rates that exceed the rate for all

ages.

o~

" Data for the Park East ComprehensiVe |
Mental Health Center show that the rates |

) _/"r' : o - 73



L Table :.u

o mnm Addition Rates Por1000000ltohMtAm Popumlon -
oo for10Community Mentel Heslth Centare, 178

Bt T Tt S P - .

(Centers g Aadition Raws | o
, o AuApo [ unger1s  1m2a | aead . ase4 W+
_‘ : . p Tt s S as b S e e g — e - o N - - " - T N N
Bexar County MR/MM. : i - s S ey S U "v:-j_'
Center, Southeast, Tex. 938.3 ;' - 8984 . 1047.8 9800 - 6242. - . 14071 -
Bexar County MR/MH : : L K . - . -
Contor,-Southwott. Tex. 51168 3054 438.7 730.7 T14.4 10419
Edgewater Uptown _ i ' o o L B
CMHC, Chicago, Il M7 3800 . 11051 _ 9917 6852 . 349.2
Kennebec Valley o L . , , . : . T L
MH Ceriter, Maine : 14163 . 10134 .. 21355 23589 9232 844.2
Highline-west . s ‘ . _ B _
Seattle CMHC, Wash, 551.5 T 1504 : 0899 10750 284.2 -130.6 .
Tri-County CMHC, Mo - 1834.7 5195 22615 1753.8 1301.5 1021.3
* Park East Compre- B ' .. ; R o S
hensive CMHC. Colo. : :853.8 : 1689 . 878.4 1034.2 3731 B Y 4
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o for older persons ;s 17 tlmes less than the

“rate for all ages. Those under 15 and those

_....45.t0. 54 also_have rates substantlally
.~ below the aggregate rate.

, The addition rate- for all ages in the
' Westsxde Community Mental Health Cen-
ter-is more than four times the rate for
those 65 or over; more than twice the rate -

-~ for those 45 to 64; amd nearly twice the

.rate for those under 15. Data for the
Southeast Community Mental Health
Center mdlc_ate that those under 15 and
those 45 to 64 have a rate just over one-
half of the rate for all ages. In'this center,

. the rate for older p&qonq exceeds by a

slight margin ‘the aggregate rate, while
~ those between 15 and 24 and those 25 to 44
~have rates that well exceed the aggregate.
Finally, the Jackson Memorial Hospital
- Center data show that the rate for all ages
is nearly four times that for those under
15. Those 45 to 64 and 65 or over also haveg -

rates lower than the aggregate but not .

~substantially lower. The rates for those 15
10 24 and 28 to 44 sub%tantmlly exceed the
_,.1ggregate rate ’ .

In- eummary, the addltl(m ratw for -

those,urder 15 are in every instance. below
~ acenter’s rate for all ages. For those 1)10
- 24 and those 25 to 44 the opposite is true-
© “their addition rates in every case exceed
. the rate for all ages. Those 45 or over have-
rates in eight centers that fall qhort of the
rate for all ages. The same is true for

o '__-._'ehos_e 65 or over in seven centers, P

The remainder of this scction i)reqents
additional data on age participation in the
community mental health centers pro-
-g’ram and 'r*m/mar) of mformatnon

| 1

mental health services. The “additional -
“data” include information elther obtamed
from  center officials dumng‘ the - field *

- about the needs of oertam age groups for‘ o

study or . extracted from their grant

“applications that were made avaxlable to
Comnfigsion staff by NIMH.. In some
mstances, the data reported below. dxffer'._-
* from what are considered to be the official
‘data that have heen presented in the -
precedmg tables: The fact of the conflict -

and the 1mmedlate source of the da@
were considered to be of sufficient impor-

tanee to include the mformatlon qqnethe—

" less.

Y T : \

‘Thé Task Force on the Texas Depart- "

ment of Mental Health and Mental Retar-

. dation Services to Older Adults report,ed-

in 1976 that older persons were generally

'undetrepreeented in that State’s mental

health outpatient” system, in 1974, 508 ~ -

‘percent of persons. in need aged 18 to 64
recelved services available from the de-

partment only 13.0 percent of those in -

need aged 65 or over were served. The

report also notes that older persons repre- .

sented, on the average, 4 percent of the

patlent popu}atlon of the State’s commu» .

" nity mental health centérs but 10 percent

of the general population. Data presented

- in the report indicate that the percentage .
of patlents 65 or.over may be as low as 8.6
- percent. The xepox‘t acknowledges that-

older persons receive someset Wices under
the State’s mental health care 8ystem, but

asserts that they are treated diffetently
_'compared to others in the populatlon-

bpecnfleally, older persons are ‘‘overrepre-
sented in the institutional populatlonq and
dramatically underreprésented” m the'

75



commumty munml health cenmr outpa-

tmf’populatlon 82

The’ Ravenswood. Hospital Commumty '.

Mental Health Center in Chicago, Illinois,

noted in its 1976 grant application to-

NIMH that, except for children, adoles-
cents, and older persons, the age charac-
temt,lm of the patient population “close]y

appnmmatui” those of the catchment -

area’s general population.83 A. marked
increase in gervices to children and adoles-
cents resulted from the institution of 'a
special program targeted at this group.sd
Persons 65 or over were undermpresénted
a problem recognized by the center in that

consultation and education activities were

stepped up to- reach them. The, centef

expected this to -result in a greater

-number of requests ‘from- older persons

: (‘md thus pzntl(‘lpanw) for-direct services |

in 197685

| ’1 he 1‘)"6 app]nuttlon and related mate-r-' .
1als for the Tri-County Community Mental
Hcdlth Center, North Kansas City, Mis-
sourt, p()mt out’ that childrenr “could be.

considered” to “be ‘ynderserved in the

center’s provision of dlrect services, while -

Lolder persons (65+) are “relatlvely well

. represented” in the eenter’s patient case-

load.96 Table 2. 16 presents the data molud-

al Amtm ”lumq Department of Menmi Health‘,
~ and Mental Rcmrdutl(m Report of Task Force on
TDMHMR Services to Older. Adults (1976), p. (e

(hereafter cited as Report of Task Force ).
5 Chigago, linois, application. for Federal com-

munity mental, hutith _center funds, 1976, Ravens-
\mod <)~sztal Community Mental Hvalti\ Center
).

’“llnd L

85 Ihid, pp. 7778,

56 North i(umwi (Jltv Mo. upplluxtl(m for Federal
community mental hutlth center funds, 1976, Tri-
County - (ommumt) Mental Health Center, a
pendices ¥ and G (hereafter cited ds Tri- Coun{y
Application). -

78

' ed in the centor's apphcatlon to aupport its
~ conclusion.. The data show. that persons
under 15 are. seriously underrepresented
" in the aggregate and for each subgroup of
~ the aggregate. ‘Persons 55 or over are -
- underrepresented in the same way. Per- -

sons between ages 15 and 44 are overrd-

presented as a single age’ group and by,
*each subgroup to varying degrees. Based
on these usage statistics, the center .
concludes that “the level of dlrect services -

provided to the elderly are adequate.”s"

The apphcatlon does point out, however,

that the center wil] maintain and expand
its efforts on behalf of older persons. 88
With respect to services to children, the
center indicates an intent to institute

specialized efforts to r_‘each this age group

more effectwcly 69

The nghllne~West SeatJ< Commuy 1ty .
‘Mental Hedlth Center in Seattle, Wash- |
‘ington, indicated in its 1976 application

for Federal funds that a local community

needs assessment reveale(L that -of ‘the L
catchment area’s populationidentified as=

“at-risk,” 39 pereent were youth and W0 = -
. pcrcent were older persons.” Datd.includ: N
ed in.the center’s applicatlon showed that =~
- of the total served in 1975, about 8 percent

were.over 64 and negily 12.1 percent were

" under 18, These ‘flg'dres are sngmflcantly_ .

'“7 Ibid; appendlx F: Algo, nom that Uns atawment.' |
“contrasts with statements of center staff who, in .

interviews with Commission staff, indicated that

_the center was not serving as many older persons

as it could, Jack Viar, Director TnCounty Com-

R mumty Mental Health Center, mtervnew in No. |

Kansas City, Mo., Apr 18, 1977
@ Ibid.- ,
4. Ibid., appendix E.

™ U.S., Commission on Civil Rights, staff summ& -

ry, apphcatlon of Highline West Seattle Communi-

. ty Mental Health Center, p. 2(Comr.msa|_on files).

—
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below their representatlon in the “at—rlsk"

T population.”! The center’s 1977 applicstion' -
. showed & 1 percent ‘decrease of partici-

pants under 18 and an increase of 1

. percent with respect to those 65 or over,

rev1sed “av-risk” po popu-

lation' figures of{89 percent and 11 per- -

cent, respectlvely 2

The 1976' copv
for 'the Bexar
Health/Mental Retardation Center in
Austin, Texas, indicated that at least 10

ion’ g'rant gpplication

sercent but possnbly 17 percent of the

der persons in the catchment area were
in need of mental health services.™ The
applicatton states further . that I percent

”.'.;‘of its patients wgre 65 or over in fiscal

year 1974 but 7.8 percent in fiscal year
1975%4 The-1976 Annual Report of the
Bexar County-Mentnl Health/Mgntal Re-
tarda¥ion Center, however, indicates that
between September 1975 and August 1976
persons aged 65 or over actounted for 4.2
percent of the patfeht population.? Wlt'{

~respect to services to youhg pexgsons

(under -19), the apphcatlon mdlcates that

48 percent of the catchment area popula-

~community mental health center funds,

- Retardation Center (hereafter <cifed

e

1

.~ -community mental health center funds,
' . Highline-West Seattle Commumty Mental Health\

7t Seattle,: Washington, application for- Federal
1976,
Highline-West Seattle Commumty Mental Hoalth

~Center, p. 13, '

2 Seattle, “Washington, apphcatlon for Federal |
1977,

Center, pp. 125, 181.

73 San Antomo Texas, apphcatnon for Federal

community mental “health gcenter funds, 1976,

Bexar County Southwest Méntak Qlth/Mental
ag Bexar

CountySouthwestApphcatlon) B

- ™ Ibid.
- San Antonio, Texas Bexar (‘A)unty Menta.l- :

Health/Mental Ret,ardatxon Center, 1976 Annual

Report ).

. ~

78_7."1;."] S

ty Southwest Méntal .

. M category;

. ot expected L
if the data had been presented to place, t!;ﬁ 8&‘8

. Report, p. 18 (hereafter eited a8 1976 Annual -

-1976 Annual “indicates that-this -
age group made. up about 25 percent of

the patients served between September

1975 and August 1976.77

o\
The 1976 apphcat:on of the Bexar

County Southeast Mental Health/Mental
Retardation Centgr indicates that those
aged 19 or under make up 40.8 percent.of
the catchment area population; those 20 to
- 64, 40.8 percent; and those 85 or.over, 19

_percent.” Services data in the application

indicate that those aged )8 or under make

* up 49 percent of the patient population;

those 19 to 64, 40 percent; and those 65 or ._-' \

over, ‘11 percent.’® ,The 1978 Annual
Repmt (see above) shov‘s that those under -
19 made up-80, percent of the patients

served between September 1975 and Au-
N

gust 1976 and those aged 65 or over, 8. 9
peroent\ 80 -

The data repo‘d Rere for the South-
‘west and Southeast centers vary from

that reported in tablé 2.]4. This may be a

‘function of the time’ periods, covered by
each set of data. If 8o, fﬂere appear to be .

el Bexar County Southwest Apphcatnon
171976 Annual Report, p. 18. '

- ™ 8an Antonie, Texas, - appheatlon for Federal

community mental health center funds, 1976, -

. Bexar County Southeast Mental Health Center. .

7 Ibid., attachment 'p. 11, It- should be noted
that the patient data afd population-data present-.
ed. are~categorized in such a way as to make

- impossible direct comparison of patient to general

population for those aged 19. Thus, the population
data for age 19 are grouped with the younger age
for patient data, age 19 is grouped with
~ the next higher age grouping..It is n
that significat percentage deviations

.19 in the same category for each classifigptioh.
80 1976AnnualRepm't p. 1& ' v

.« & .
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“ignificant monthly ﬂuctuatiom in” the :

patlenta admltwd to the wnwm

‘Data mcluded
Jackson Mental
Mississippi, indicate that for the period
January through April 1975, 19 percent of
the tofal patientgwere aged 19 or youn-
_gers 50 percent were 20 {o 44;°23 percent,

45 to 54; and Spercent 65 or ovcr 8t These

dath qcrmmly conflict with information

- provided to Cpmmission -staff by the

center's coomlinator of “geriatric seryices

who said that qnly 2 percent ‘of the
\c\entor s patients are ()lderq)omonq K2

Wlth respect t‘o t;he m_dﬂ‘ect services of

, tommunity mental heal#h centers —con-

sultation and education--older persons

" receivé suhstantially fewer benefits than

‘any _other age gtoup. The Community

Mental Health Centers Act pravides ‘that

one objective of comulwtlon and educa-
tion Services is to make residents of the

“gervite area aware sof mental -health
probkms and inform them of the types of

services available.®3 NIMH refers to con-

. sultation an(d-educat'mn services as the.

“preventive arm” of the program de-
,signed to reach and assist at-risk popula-
tions through intermediate agencies, or-

i ganizations, and facilities coricerned with

.their needs. Qlder "persons “and children
have been identified. as at- mk ‘popula-
tlom B4 _

NIMH reports M 1'n 19.76 528 centers
du"ected neariy 86<percent of” their \itaff
R Jackson, stmssrp i, Lpllcatlon for Federal

commUmt)\ mentél Lalt center funds,
Jackson Méntal Health Genter, Lable 1.

Apr. 25, 1977(hereafter cited as Menglnurv‘ie
8342 U.8 (‘ 52689(1))(1)(D)(11)(III (Supp vV 1975)

1 Che apphcatl(m of the ’
ealth Center, Jackson, -

~ population.

_()pportumty to

1976 Iso Health .
,,/;" Ibid., p.

. %2-Sue Arne Meng, interview in Jackon, 'ss

[

gb'urs for consultation and education to -
gencies concerned primarily with chil- .
dren. Only 6 percent of their staff hours
were devoted to agencles dealing with
older persons. The remaining staff hours
were distributed "across functional as'

“opposed to age-based agencies.® In one

sample month (Febmary 1976), 42 percent
of total staff hours were devoted to
schools, faclhtles, ‘and - other agencies -
concerned With' children.# Only 4.9  per-

‘cent of staff hours for consultatlon and

education were deveted to agencies con-
cerned with older persons.#” Although
efforts - are being made on behalf of
children who are underrepresented in the

direct services population, little effort i’
being conducted on behalf of the older

Older pérsons are at 4 severe disadvan-

tage when centers fail.to work with

agencies concerned pnmarlly with their
needs: (1) older persons do not have the
earn what preventwer
measures they can take to mairitain géod

¢

mental health or yvhat signs to look for .':’ |

that may indicate problems, (2) older~
persons are less lkely to lgarn about

‘services available to them when they do

encounter problems; (8) agencies, con-

‘cerned with older persons do rot bbtain

the information and guidance necessary
for “them to provide appropriate ahd

‘adequate assistance to older persons who

may have mental health pmblems ,

S (‘Ommumty Mental. Health (mtws p- 3t See

Ve nUe ?harznq Act. PR 57-58.

88 Ibid., pp. 31 32, Seealso note 19, p 40.-

a ”)ld'[) 32,
. R o ‘ )
) _ ~ .
ot T ; v79 ,
N | N
A o ) 7 ’ ;
9/’, ) k) . 4"
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" " The mere undémpresentation of older - -

~ persons in community mental health cen--

ters gains greater sxgmflcance when.
viewed sgainst expert opinion and studies
on mental héalth problems among persons .
aged 65 or ovér that indicate their sub-
"stantml need for mental ‘health servmes

Dr. Gene Cohen, Director of the Cen-

ter for the Studyof the Mental Health of
the Aging of NIMH, estimates, based on
his work, that 18 to 25 percent of ‘those 65
or older have mental health problems that
interfere severcly with their ability to
function. on g daily basis. He estlmates
further that of those persons 8% or over
estimated to be in need of mental health.
re, the needs of 80 to 85 rcent are not
eing met.’ k8 I :

. ]

Acc(m’l_ing'to the Commission on Mental . .

Health. appointed by President Carter,

- “the incidence of mental health problems’.

18 higher among people 65 and older than
‘in other age groups.” The Comthission
“adds that “estimates-indicate that 20 to 30

percent of all people labelled as ‘senile’ -

have conditions that are either preventa-

ble or rev?mlble if detected and treate(f
early.s > -

~Ina November 1970 report the. Com- |
mittee on Aging of thé Group I the

- Advancement-of ‘Psychiatry, relying in-
_ part on an NIMH gtudy reported by the
'quld Health Organization;” noted that

LB Dr” Gene (‘ohcn

“ Wash,, D.C., Oct 127, 1977, .
N Prelmunm iy Report of the President’s Com mis-
sion on-Mental Health (1977), p. 6 {hereafter cited

- ;a8 the Pr¥iminary Report of the Pre?zdent 3
~Commession ). - .

"o Group for the Advancemcnt of Psychlatry, Task

Force on Agmg, Toward a Public Polu‘y on Mental

telcphom interview in

N to th\

psychopqthology in general and ~de res-
sion in-particular rises with age."% Tabie

217 presents_the resulta of ‘the NIMH

study.®t

| The Amencan Psychologwal Assoc|a~
tion has estimated that at least.3; million

older persons or 15 percent of the older

population require  mental health- servic-

es.’2 Robert Butler and ‘Myrna Lewis,
believe - that the association’s .estimate

~ understates the real need. In thelr book
Agmg and Mental Healtlz the authom .

. comment:.

A mllh(m older people are at tlms

~moment in msptutlonal settings, fora
variety of reagons. The ef! ects of
_institutienalization itsel{ énsure j’ur—
ther -embtional problems on top of -

'ty have seridus nic d\lsorders,
o predommantly ph{lslcal but also men--
48l It is eyident that the mujority of .

those already existing: Afeleast 2
‘miflion people hvmgh '% the comrmuni-

‘people having. chronic physical illness ',

also have associated emotional reac-
t.lons requiring attention. In/addition
ire those persons who need theatment
for primary mental illnesses. Added

~ helow; or near the -official poverty

" level in conditfons that are known to -
contnbute to.emotional breakdown o
dec ine. Fmallx the effects of lo

wocial stabas and self~esteem

t,ake a toll on tmental health Thus the

Health Cam of the ,E‘ldm'{y (New York Gmup for

the Advancement of Psychxatry, 1870), pp. 657-88.:
ot Ibid., p. 658 Also cxted in Butler Why Sﬁrvwe’

Cop. 27 :

92 American Psychologncal A;socmtlon Task Foroe _
on Aging, “Proposed Recommendations;” in Men-
sal Health Care and t}w E‘lderly, appendlx 1, xtem E

3,p 164,

’

d

)“, cen
T RS b4

8 list arg the 7 million who live < .
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- among older people Has riot been fully

L ) . ' e ,‘,

01der persons need for mental health |
. care-is also suggested by their ntumbers
" among | res*dents of ‘mental institutions.”

Although older persons represenbed about |
© 10 percent of the population in 1974, they

L e Nar ke ot »_mﬁv ok, rcboncd W arden
A mont-ol Prpshistey. -7wnr\d 3 Mluo Nlloy on, l‘onul
.mqapuhmumuqmm P m R TR R A S A

;-true proportlon of psychlat.nc nebd

- documented.® - I

3

aocounted for 25.4 percent of the Tesident

patients in’ State and county mental
- mental healm,hoepital beds,” while “few-

hospxtals 84 OIder persons also acccount on’

~an &nnual basis ‘for 25 percent of- all

reported SU]CldeS,b"’ well above their repre-

: sentatlon in the populatxon

- % %9 Robert N. Butler, M:D*and Myma Lewis, Agmg. ._
.- Mogby, 1977),_ -

and Mental Health (St"Louls C
2nd ed., p ,
84 Ihid. c1ting Natxonal Institute of Ment,al Health
Statwtwal Note 112.

95 Preliminary Report of the Mmdcnt 8 Gommu-'

- giom, p 6; and Butler, Why Survwe ",p 228

* that older persons

* al Institute of Mental Health, Forward Pla
~ Fiscal Years 1977-88 (1977) pp 9~10 81, (he'

_-.9" Ibid

Refemng t;o much of the same d&ta

cited. above, NIMH_ seknovledgos in s

Forward Plan for Fmal
able .to mental health proble

.and depreaslon in partxculan rises with

age.”"s Adequgte or appropriate care ia

not currently made available to them:-

“thoss ‘over 8% occupy almost three times

their Proportionate share of all public

er than foyr percent ‘of those seen.in -

~ public clinics and less than two peroent in

pnvabe settings are over 66797
] us, Department of Hult«h B‘ducation. anﬂ

We]fare, Public Health: Service, Alchahol, DN&

Abuse, and Mental Health Adminiatx\tion,

wrclteduwﬂiﬂan) L

,‘,_'__ “thé‘ ',
- incidence of psychopathology, in’ genergl,




w youth of school a

+ The mental health needa of childnen and -
. the failure of An adequate. response also -
“have been cited. The President’s Commis-
_axon on Mental Health reported: “Accord- .

- ing. to the bést recent esfimates,§,]"
‘million of ‘the 564 million thildfen a

‘population, need help . for. psychological,

. disorders.”® The President's’ Commmsnon_. :
.+ -also cites the high incidence-of child abige -

- alg&hol and drug mxsusc 9*’

: ‘.‘ -_\, B

f;..‘._.-'_’Menm Health of Chll(lmn pomted out:

'-.._}Our madeq tc st,amt.m show that] -
:&nt of our,children and.

‘outh have . mychologlcal roblems, -
far:
y ten«_-
- tial. In“addition, there are the all too’
ge rllegntb" '
rug “qe’; - consent of a parent or guardian was a,

- 'problem in servmg c}\ildren and adole&~ -;

cents adequately

7 10 to 12 pe

£ ";:, Inknown - num are falling’
. short of their (evelopmental

| common pmblems of teen-a
. 'macy, -venereal dlsease
; yout unemployment

AT "The exxstmg seml%ls for chxldren aid
Z& th are inadequate;

_'_'percent of the 1dentif ted populatlon in

meed. . o0,

The Jomt (‘ommmsxon»also reported "
L that although “the basis for mental
. development and- competence is  largely
- established by the agé of sik, emotional, -

e Prel nary Reporf ofthe Pmmdénte(‘ommw .
R _ |

5 %9 Ibid.
"l 100 Joint C’ommwmon Report p. 2‘1 \ o
< 101 Ihid,, pp. 5, 29. _ o

1080 Forugrd Plan, p. 19,

" 108 Dennis Kepchar, ase\lstant cenwr dxroctor and '

-schoolmg By

ggm‘ 15 percept 4F. that-

‘Mental
ealth dervices exist for only about T

mental and behavioral disordem among
infants and young children usually go- -

_ unchecked until the child enters formal
this age, effective remedla- S

" tion<ia eftpn: (ﬂfflc__ult if not- 1mpom.
ble ”)Ol . . .,. . o. ; 'L\- V -

.
- ",\ x's(:.g_ MU

s va

The NIMH F"omrd Plaw, refemng to- .

the needs of childreh, ndtes that conserva- ..

ly 7022000

Stafhf both t:he Ravenswood Hospltal

Medxcal Center and the Edgewatex\-Up-

Center in Chlcago
wrental conseat require-
| but'did not specify thes" .

town Menfal’

Uptown center stAff suggested, however,l.‘-_. -
that the parental :‘t‘-ffagve' be lowered A
to15.104 L it

sufr Ravenswood“ﬁospit.al Medlca! Center, inter,. :__ -
* view in Chicago, TIl., May 1§, 1977 (hereafter cited = -
o Kepchar Intemew), Carloa Plazas; Director, . =

e% ?aﬂ[ Edgewamr-Uptown Community Mental,'-f
h-Center, mtervmw in Chicago, Il1,; Mw l~7'{;; G

" 1977 (heromfter cited as Plazas Inbemew)
104 Plazas Intervnew - T »
83

7 tive: es'txmatea mdlcate that less than 10.. B .

| " and. notés that adoloséents show an alarm—{{.';'pemm of the’ approxxm
- ing increkse in suicide; depre%slfm Md"f?"pemom under age 18 in ne

"_healthcarearebemgserved 03

A veport of the Jomt Commlssxon on"' |

-of mentalf RN

__;:Pnrental Conunt
At fw f the mne States that Commxs-l e
~sion staffjisited ag part of the field study ..

“and’in connection’ with the public hears . -
ings, commumty mental health center R
- directors or -staff vmembers said their. i, -
Stdtes’ reqmrement that minors may not ..
~receive mental health services without the' .

g

| "'age restnctxons mvolved My Edgewater—f-‘ E

R . L . R e
L\ oo ! : . T
. ! N N .. . . - ,' - >
AT T . . [
C S .
. ok *
a A



The’ cmrdrmxtor of (‘hlldl‘eﬂ‘l servic

- for'the Mississippi Dcpartment of Menta
~ Health said, also Without specifying &
age, that parental consent requirement
posed a problém in serving children anc
_adolescents, Particularly for teumgtm
with drug or drug-related pml)lomq who
ido not wish to have their parents lcarn of

'L ~ ‘their problexm She added’that the dopurb -
ment was supporting” & bill that was

_ hefore the State senate when Commission

*staff visited Mississippi, “whith would

" permit: phy‘ucmm to treat minors aged 15
years or ()Idor wnthdut parontul consent. 10

ThL (hroctor of the Jackson lgnml

- Health-Center also ('lted parental consent

“Pequirements as creating a difficulty in

‘prowdmg services to those between the

agés of 12 and 18 who mz»y need serviees

but wish to keep the mf()rmatmu from
their purentq 106 [

—

- Stafr of tho 'I‘m(ount) (,()mmumty’_

:.MuﬂM Health Center in- North” Karisas.

qtaff young:' person

Hn Lmdn Rnff ((mrdmutor of chzldrm S"« rVices,

" Department of Mental Health, lnm‘vww i Juck-
son, Miss., May 8, 1947 hvrmxftcr <1tcd ay, Raff
Intery u‘w) s

Health (omvr interview in’ Juckson Mids.,
25, 1977 (hereafier cited as Mabry Titery w\&)
107 Robert Bruyn, goordimator, youth serv ices, Jri-
Coulity (‘ommumw Mental Health Center, inter-

mefeaftor cited asBruyn Idtery iow).

W Yvonne Owens,” Qwutom Outpalient l)qmrt-

\t. iﬂnent Hig hlinesWest - Seattle ((&nm Muitah
ealth (‘enur, interview in. Seattle; Wash., Apr

27 1‘)77 (heronftor c:ted an ()vwm Intorwcw)

 Missouri, said that State law {orbld*f
i treating . individuals under 21 with-,
ft, paren’ial consgnt, Ac.c()rdmg to the
wnth drug pmbloms _
or venereal ; dmozwe\ may, hoWwor‘m‘.

"\.vmy\ ‘ih. North )(umm City, Mo, Apz 12 1977

>

munity Mental

_treated|'07 (Missouri has since changed lts

consen laws. Seedmcusslon below.)

ent of the Highline-West Seattle Com-

ealth Center in Seattle,

¢ Director of the outpatient déM/

Washington, cited the State's law prohi- -

biting treatment of. persons under 14

‘without parental consent- as a central
. problem in gcmng Services w children, 108

Tummony was” gwen at the San Fran- -

cisco hearing that California’s paréntél

children. '®&

quirements affected sel‘viceq to’

In all of thé States visitad by Commis-

sion staff, a Stste qtatuwdictateq the age
of consent for: medxw.l services, California,

Texas, Colorado, Tllineis, Florida, Maine,

Missouri, and Washington use age 18, and -
Mi%tsslppn uses ‘age 2] as the general age

-of consent for medical services. All but

Maine and Flond;; permit _consent | by
mamed minors. 110 Four States - allow .

" torent by emangcipated minors—at age

15 ih Cotorado and California; at age 16 in”

Texas,’and at any age in Mlssmsnppl Five

States .permit & minor to consent: to_

treatment for drug abuse~~at agc 12 in.

Thineis and. (ahfonna at age 18in Texas, |

. “‘" Martha Rodltu

“Before the 11.S. Commission on- Civil Rights, San -
" Francisco, California, June. 27~28 1977, vol. I, p
‘o6 Robert ,Mabry, dlroctor, Jackson Montui_
Apx‘ :

431081 ( Verhon Sup: 1978); Tex. Fam.

“ch. 8 §131,
- 1978); Me.

qoua! work !etture San
Francisco State Umwmlty, ‘testimony, Hearmg

108 (heroafmr citad a8 San & mncwm Hearing ). .
o Calif. Civ:Code § 25.1, 25:8, 25.8 (Wes} upp
1978) Colo. Rev. Stat. § 13-22-101(1Xd), 18-22-103
(1973); ‘Fla. Stat. Ann. § 743.07 (Harrison Supp.
1977), § 881.88X%5) (Harrison-1975); [l Ann. Stat.
3‘ 91 § 18.1, 18.2 (Smith-Hurd Supp
v, Stat. tit. 18 78 (Supp. 1976) stq
Code Ann. § 1-8-27, 41-41-8 (1972); Mo. Ann Stat, §
nn.
m 2§ 1fo1(n), 3503 (Vernan 1975); Wuah Rev.
Code Ann §262801’)(5), 2&88 02()(9\1]);) 1‘)76)

2

T .8"3']
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_.'sltuatlon | ‘

: rand at any age in Colorado Maine, and’

Miuoun 11}-86me of the State laws pro- .
T wde for

er exceptions to the general
oonsent requnrementam - :

“

;‘Rollanoo ?Hlﬂoncnl Patterns
L

rtici
undersérvnce to childre

nt data show that
dren and older persons -

‘ha, characterized thq communi‘ty mental’

- “health centers program_for many. years.

The field study and testimony received at -

the_Commission’s public heanngs demon-

strated that a continuing reliance on
- historical service . del;very patterns that

B excluded or limited services to these age
. groups has oontnbutcd to ‘the current

L 'R

7’

The American Psychiatric Association’s

1971 report, entitled Study of Mental

Health Services for,Children, cited severg]
- reasons- to explam its finding .of inade
‘quate Services to children.
among them,” accordmg to the report, “is-

that many centers were disposed to ‘con-

centrate their initial efforts in the area
where they felt the:
strate their’greatest
'wnh emotxonally dlsturbed adults P13

Testlmoﬁy at the Commzsmon 8 hearmg
in Denver confirmed the finding of the

asgociation. James Dolby, director of the .
1 Calif, Cw Code § 846 34.10 (Weat Suf& .

1878); - Colo. Stat, § 13220102, 18-

897 A 11, Ann Stat. ch. 91 § 18.4 (Smith-Hurd
u ); Me. Rev. Stat. tit. 82 § 8292 (Supp.
1973);. Miss ‘Code Ann. ¥ 41-41-3(g) (1972); I\E{)o
Ann. Stat. § 4381. 061 1 S4)(c) (Vernon Supp. 1978);
Tex. Fam. Code-Ann.

tit. 71§ 4447 (Vernon 1976).

12 Calif. Civ. Codd § 6 257, 845 34.7, 84,

84 (West Supp. 1978); Colo. Rev. 'Stat, § 18- éz
1978); Fla. tat Ann, § 748.08 (Harrison Sup
"977); §381.382 (Harmon 1976); Tll. Ann. Stat ¢

| “Important :

ould best demon-
sefulness, namely, |

tit.-2 § 85.08 (Vernon 1975),”

‘Division of Mental Health in the Colorado -
State Department of Institutions, testi- .
~ fied that in his judgment one of the moat - . .
important factors in underservioe to chil-. -

dren- and older persons concerns the

~ “history of the development of the mental -
héalth center movement.” He said that '
" the -early days of the program were.

geared to the needs of the general adult

program that served children infrequently

‘population, and what evolved was a°"

and older persons virtually not at all.11¢

' Dr.

tion, testified that the community mental

Carol Barbeito, director of the
"Colorade State Mental Health Associa-

health: oenter and mental health chmc | E

movement reaponded to those who

ly ‘meant aduits. She added that the
clinicians ongmally hiréd to work in the

“walked in off the street”—which ty'pxcal- o

program were more comfprtable servmg |

the adult populatlon us

Jam /Noble, a gerontolog'y prog'ram'

specialist

gested that centers’ reliance on the origi-
nal “bulldmg-omented model, A single:

the Florida Department of -
Health and Rehabilitative- Services, ~s\{§-_ .

!

/1’

location center type of thmg, has inters . -

fered w1th demgmng a service program ke C

91§ 183, 184, 187 (Srhith-Hurd Supp. 1975), Mo.
Ann. Stat. § 481.081 (Vernon Supp. 1978); )i Tex..
Fam. Code Ann. tit. 2 § 35,08 (Verron 1975). ‘

'3 Mental Health Services for Children, pp. 16-
18,

14 Jamee Dolby, testimony anm'o Bf!f"’"e W.

,\_ ; ‘l

“

aaquer Hearing).

118 Dy, Carol Barbenw temmony, Denver Hear
'ng» J U 18 ~ '
30

/\ 'v' )

© US. Commisston on Civil Rights, Denver, Colora-
do , July 28-29, 1977, vol. I, p 48 (hereafter cited - ‘\Q

.



tailored to meet the needs of older
persons, 116 *

The Commissioner of Maine’s Depart-

ment of Mental Health and Corrections

said that although older persons and
children should be served; @ tendency to
served the “best and the easiest” people
has always existed. He added that “histor-
ically we have not wanted to serve the
celderly but this is not true today.” 17

'd -

The interim director of the Division of
Alcoholism, Drug Abuse, and Mental
Health of the Department of Health,
qucatmn and Welfare in Jansas City
agreed thnt older persong and children
under 15 were traditionally underserved
in the community mental health centers
progrim, but asserted that centers have
had less. difficulty i cqlablmhmg services
for children (except for those under 6)

than for older persons. He explained that

mental health services 0 children have
historical precedents,. both.in terms of
service delivery and pemonnef training, in
child guidanee clinies and famiy service
_usqocmtlons that began in the 19

older persons, !
- The director of community services in

the Missouri Department of Mental
Health commented, “for years we've

1 James Noble, tmtlmon Hearing Before the

[.S. Commiission on Cividl h gbte Miami, Florida,-
(hu‘ulftu‘ cited as

Aug. 2223, 1977, vol. I, p. 152
Miami Hearing ). The s ommunity Mental Health
Centers programe was orrg'mall) a Lonqtrmtl()n

program 1mofar as Federat. funding was con=

cerned. \
"1 Geor. *htna\ interview in Augmtu Me., May
20, 1977 vrmftor cited ag Zitnay Interview).

. There .
’

~have been no comptyablc hmt()mcal orga-

nizational and training devvlopments for

- area fesidents aware of the !
“mental health probleng and the t

lgnored chlldren and the elderly because
they're. tough areas.”!9

Although the 1975 amendments require

- that to continue receiving funds centers .
will have to include specialized programs

of services for children and older persons,
Federal officials, State mental health
agency directors,:
asserted, almost umformly, that increased

Federal funds would be necessary to

implement the new requirements.

Outreach and Referral Activities

Three aspects of the centers visited in
the field study and in connection with the

public hearings were covered: (1) agency,

program, or community centered outreach
(consultation-and education services); (2)
client centered outreach; and (3) rdmncc

~ on referral sources for clients.

-

'(‘onsultatl()n and education services

have been a required part of a commumty _

mental health center since the program’s
inception.'20 The 1975 amendments to the

" act qlgmficantly expanded the definition

of 'such services.'2! They are intended to

“cover a wide range of activities designed
to, among-other things, develop effectwc

mental health pmg’ramq sin the center’
catchmént area,” and to make catchment
f).tum of
ypes of
mental health services available.”

1k Robept Battjes, interview in Kansas City; Mo,,

Apr. 13,
\ww) ,
A Walter Conway, mtu‘vww in chfemon (|ty,

'1977 (hereafter cited as Butt.jes Inter-

" Mo., Apr. 14, 1977 (hereaftor cxted as uonwgu -

Intomlew)
120 45 C.F.R. 8§54, IIZ(Supp 1967).
121 42 US(‘ §2()89(b)(1)(D)(Supp \' 1()7 ).

and center directors

Consul- \



. West Seattle Community Mental Health

tation and education services are classi-
fied as- mdlrect services,

services directly to patients but rather
work through a variety of intermediate
‘social and educational service providers

and civic organizations, for example
schools, poTlce the clergy, and nursing
homes, 122 NIMH indicates that consulta-
tion and education activities are directed
to “at-risk” populhtions!*3 and has in¢lud-
ed children, youth, and older persons,
among otherg, within this grouping.!¢

The importance of this service was under-

scored by the House Interstate and For-
eign Commerce Committee:

The service. . .can have
“impact on the appropriate, effective
utilization of the center and upon
patient flow through the dircet ser-
vices. Through effective consultation
and education, the center will receive
. more upproprlutc referrals,
“other caregivers to manage their
clients more effectively, and enhance

continuity of care, as well as extend-

ing serpice to u nderserved %muﬁs in
the catchment area.!2s f
supplied] "

Thus, consultation and education servic-
es, if cffc('tivcly implemented, woulg
serve as a prlmar) means of reaching

" in that center
staff do not generally provide these

tion and education services;

‘a marked

enable -

mp asis

otherwnse learn of the- avallable servgces

and who were unde;rrepresent,ed in the.
* center’s direct services populations. Two’

greups with great unmet needs identified

by the Committee were “childréh and the

aged.”128 The Committee alsqpointed out
that a center “cannot serve as an effective
community resource if large segments of.
the population-are unaware of its purpos-

vance to community needs. 2T

All ‘centers visited by the Commission
were performing some kind of consulta-
however,
information obtained about the nature
and extent of the centers’ efforts during

the.field study helps explain the fact that,

in 1976, only 5 percent of all staff hours

o8, ity functnons its location, or its rele- ¢

spent on consultation and education ser-

vices for 528 community mental hehlth

centers werg devoted to older persons.!28

In ‘addition,+ ~although most consultation
and education activities were. directed

toward agencies and others concerned

with children, it was pomted out *at

several sites that schools were the primary
“target, 12 which in some instances effec-

tively left-out those of preschool age. The
director and staff of the Edgewater-Up—

-

town Community Mental Health Center

expmssed some concern ahout not reach-

those persons in need who might nog tthls grolip may be receiving sérvices' from

e (ommumt(/ Mental Health Centers, pp. 39-40.
23 Thid., p. 31.
e Foreard Plan_pp. 9-10.
'O: Health Revepue Sharing - l(t p. R
Ibid, p. 45.
T Ihid,, p. 60. .
E;J‘“ (V»nznzurzzru Mental Health Centers, p. 24.
A Mabry Interview; Cheryl Cohen, director,
((msultatmn and Edudation Serviees, Highline-
‘enter,
fnterview in Seattle, Wash., Apr. 27, 1977 (herenf—

FAN

e

ter cited as Cohen Intervxew), Donald Seideman,

| “executive director, Highline-West Seattle Commu-

nity Mental Health Center, interview in Seattle,

.ing those of preschool age, but said that -

Wash.,, Apr. 27, 1977 (hereafter cited as Seideman

Intcrylew), Alan: Wllcox dbordinator of communi-
ty dervices, Tri- County Commumty Mental Health

- Center, interview in North Kansas City, Mo., Apr.

12, 1977 (hercafter cited as Wilcox Intervnew),

Plazas Intervw“"‘chchar Interview; and Bruyn

Inter\ lew



" other. commumty agencies. The dlrector'
. also_pointed that, alt.hough gervices were
‘concentrated on those in school, they were

also very concerned about chnldren “fall-
ing through the cracks” (particularly

-Hlspamc children), who either had learn-

ing disabilities that the schools were not - .

noticing or were. droppmng out of

- 8¢choo]. 130

‘It should be noted that some centers
consider their consultation and education
activities to be interchangeable with
client-based outreach wlvmes while
others consider these services to be mde-
pendent of each other. -

When Commission staff - visited,
cepter had no consultation and educaffon
so{uceq directed toward agencies dealing
with older persons. The director said that
the center had previously provided such
services to the city housing authority with
regard to older persons who lived in the
* housing projects. Center staff’s expecta-
tions that they would work with housing
residents as well as the. housing authority

- staff were never realized and the services

were “discontinued. The director pointed .
out that this incident highlighted for
~center staff the attitudes of service
providers and-how they can operate as
“barriers to serving older. persons. He did

not indicate, however, that the center had *
made any efforts to work ‘with other age-

based agencies, such as nursing homes or

senior centers, which he acknowledged

were operating in-the community. He
noted that there “are a lot. of elderly out

there, partlcularly in nummg homes thh'

130 i’]az&s Intepview.
131 Mabry Interview.
132 [mid.

~outside’of the consultation and’ educatjon L

. noné of these

_ where older people residing nle(?e

problema hke organicfty and functaon'al
psychoses which could be ed
psychiatrically?’ He ooncluded *here are
a lot of elderly out there who oould use the
center's help v1st :

Desplt,e the recogmtlon of- need, the
center had no formal outreach program

services of the centér, and, as mdloated
toward older pe

geriatric services (who apparently had
been appointed Just'before or on the day

was/specxally directed
§.132 The director of

well

RN
P

of the Commission’s site visit and had

" been the social worker in the center’s
- inpatient unit) said with®regpect to the
s of older persons: “We don’t know -

commu-

nity live and what their needs are.”!33

".Accordihg to her, theicenter had never
assessed older persons’ needs, a task she™

)

planned to take on lmmedlately with- her.

new duties. The geriatric services coordi-
nator also indicated, in contrast to the

information set fortb in the center’s grant

application which indicated that 8 percent

»of patients were older persons, that only 2
_percent -of its clients were older per-
sons.!34 Program plans with regard to

older persons were still unclear; the

geriatric services coordinator had no idea
wh& funds she would have to work with

nor how such decisions were going to be '

made.!% The director indicated that al-

though coordinators for services to older

persons and to children have been appoint-
ed (the children’s coordinator had tye

- appointed abouj the time Commission
staff made the site visit appomtment) he -

133 Meng}ntervxev@ e .
134 Ihid. e

135 ; _ : ’ : ..
. Ip;db _
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- 'dld not antlclpate estabhshm! “e‘.'" servwe
L ,,umt,s thh eXpanded budg‘etz 136 -

“Activities are conducted as part.of its
. Community Servicés Program.. Compo-
nents of this program include:

mental health association workshops; re-

ferrals from friends/relatives; referrals
from medical facilities, law enforcement
agenmes clergy, and non-psychiatric phy-
sicjans; presentations; tours of the center;
and slide shows.!38 The community servic-
es staff is made up.of two social workers,
one psychologist, and a nurse. The center
has designdted children and older persons
as target groups for special treatment by
their Community Services ng’ram For

older persons, the unit provides a widow-
er/widow program, consultatwn with -

“nursing homes; followup of geriatric pa-

.7 tients, and is in the process of planning a-

- pre-retirement progyam for businesses: in
the area. For children, the unit provides
~consultation with schools, parent-teen rap
~groups, and corsultatjon with the Job
- Corps Center, The center is also beginning:
to wark with a commumty task force on

o Chlld abuqe 139

Addltonal mformatlon was later pass'ed
on to Commission staff to clanfy further
the consultation and educatxon activities

* 138 Mabry Interview:

(‘\” Tri-County Application, appendlx F.
3n Wllcox Int&’vxew . :

138 Ibld

o __8;8 .;

—

radio
interviéws; publicity in local newspapers; -

- the elderly,’

-

- of the center msofar 88 older persons are
_ concerned.. In. a_memorghdum _to tbe._._..__.,. L
- center’s dtrector, the diregtor. afoommum- R
" The Tn-County Commumty Ment{;l’a |
Health Center reported in its 1976 apphca-

~ tion for funds that only 5 percent of its
'_ consultatnop and education effort was
being directed to agencies concerned with

~ older persons.’3” The center’s owtreach

ty gervices, mdlcated the following

o »

. ‘ ter a mcl; dand lnfofmal surve I

\ that.: .staff are involved as
{8r ly reg'u
“tors with: 8 of the 4 Professional’”’
. Nursing Homes and:about half 54 of
8) of the Boarding or Domiciliary
Homes in the 8-county areg. We are .
actively involved when our [patient]

goesto or comes from, one of these -

iltties, . and wsr stay avalla’ole:
.if/when regular Wsits. are no longm'
n&ded or desxméfl‘o "

“the Ravensw

effort an ministered by a separate

unit-within the center’s structure 141 The- |

center has not designated any special

~groups for targeting its outreath pro-»

gram; however, the condultation and-

- educatlon unit represents the main vehicle .
through which any mental health services -

are provided to persons 60 yeass or older.
Services provided mclude a wid-

~ow/widower phone service, consultation -

with ag‘encg and orgamzatlons servmg‘
n

staffed by four v
supervision biweek m consultation
and education staff. Since its inception in

" June 1975, 59 widows/widowers have been -
confacted through the phone service. Onlyh ,

140 Alan  Wilcox, memorandum to Jack Viar,’

director, Tri County Commumty Mental Health

~ Center, undated.

141 Kepchar Interview..

—

lar oonsultant—oollabc)ra- o

Medlcal "Hospital
center, o h act®itiesnare conducted
~.as part, nsultation -and education

d seminars on aging | igsues.
The widowAwidowet phone service s
nbeers who receive .

Nursing Homes, allof tho 3 Practichl »



143 Ihid.
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N 36 percent of thls group has been 60 years
- of age or older. Consultation was also-
provided to tHe city’s office af senior

- citizens and to a network of chumﬂes that

provide social services to the elderly. The

unit once prdvided ‘weekly consultation to

~the nursing honie in the catchment area,

but this service términated soni® time ago
when the contract with the nursing home
expired. The unit ‘also received a grant
from the city’s offiée of senior citizens to
~do followup with elderly patients dis-
charged from.the hospital. This service
was also terminated when the grrant

explred in September 1976.142 It appears

that such spec1a]1zed consultation and
education services are relignt on outside .
funding sources\ when the source dries-
-up, the services are discontinyed and not
absorbed into the regular consultatlon and
education program. . -

Center staff remarked that, based on a
self-assessment of the effectiveness of
" their outreach efforts, the center appears
“to be reaching-everyone in the community
excgpt the older population.!*s In- gddi-
tion, although the consultation and ed
tion unit has undertaken some sctivities,
on behalf of older persons, its efforts have
18t dbpeared to result in any change in
the population’s use of the center’s direct
. ghmcal services. In fact, the center’s staff
reported that a decreasing aumber of -
o\lder persons have used the center’s
mpatlent service and day treatment pro-
- grams in the past year. The HEW regional
ofMcial with whom . Commission staff.
spoke explsmed that. efforts of the consul- :

142 Ibid. -

144 Martin Keeley, cegnonal represenmtlve t‘or‘_
- community mental health centers, i1 Illinois,
: Departmont of Health, Eduoatlon and Welfare

.

v

tatlon and educatlon umt and the chmca]

_services unit are not integrated, so little,

~if any, change could be expected as a

result of oonsultatlon and educatlon ef— ,_1 e

forts 14‘
When asked whether they percelved
any age discrimination in the operation of
their program, center staff responded
affirmatively saying that older persons -

‘gre discriminated against as a result of

the center's not reaching out to them.

~ Staff said that once older persons entered
“the center they would be served, but that

‘s

factors such as lack of transportation, lack

of outreach lack of coordination- with-

other agenmes serving older persons, and

the lack of knowledge on the part of st,aff

about the problems of _older. persons,
produce underservice to this age group.!45

Despite assertions in the center's 1976
application that patient demographic
characteristics closely approxmated those

- of~the area’s population (see Program

Participants Section above), center staff

‘'said that while older persons represent 28

, percent of the catchment area populatlon, "
they make up 8.2 of the center’s patient
populatlon 146. . .

‘At the Edgewater-Uptown Commumty"

~ Mental Health Center, where consultation

and education activities also encompassed
some personal outreach, center staff cited

a tremendous need for sighificantly ex-. -

‘panding their outreach efforts. They

informed Commission staff that many

' 1solated e]derly hved in the Area and the

() -.~..'

ifterview in Chxcago, Ill., May 19 1977 (hereafter". |

* e cited as Keeley Intervnew)

145 Kepchar Interivew.
48 Ibld

\ e
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._centers current outre h efforta were  -

“barely s'klmmmg the sutface.” Although

.- - 8,200 older persons, or 2 percent of the

‘general” populatlon reside in the area,
‘eenter staff said their average older

caseload ‘per ‘month was 80 persons. lll
- Staff also indicated that older persghs pre i
generally an “invisible” .group, meamng '_

‘that their needs are not readily apparent
to the community, dnlike .the “squeaky
‘wheel” (6ne who complains loudest. or
~most. frequently) who gets the attention.
As a result, a more active effort to redch

- older persons in the eommunity is recog-"

- nized by staff as necessafry, byt the center
lacks. the funds to mount such. efforts.
- Staff pointed out that the State Depaft-

" 'ment of Mental Health does not regard -

outrdach as a function of a oommumty
mental- health center anduumw;uentlv
. makes no funds available for such purpos-
~es. The-director offered as™ proof that
.. outreach works, the ihcreased number of -
~referrals from schools' because. of the
cen'ter’s increased act’ivity in‘ this arca !

“of-the Kennebee Valley Community

- tal Health Center opu‘{t/e mainly throukh -
the school system. Center staff said,
_however that the ‘two best services” for
- older pen‘sons were outreach and psychiat-

Thc comultatlon Snd éducuti(m %r;]lci
)

ric screcmng "at senior centers or SImllar ;

: “places. It was-said tHat the invisibilityF Of
the older population i in the rural State was .«
compounded by the \ack of transportatnon

N7 Plazag Interview

1R Ahid.

L Carmen Celenzg, dn’ector Kennebu Val c)
“Mental Health Centeg, interview in W:mﬂllo
“Me., May 24, 1977 (hemafter cited ‘as’ Ccl( mnza
Jnter\m g

150 Dr. Noel TLauwrel, cm)rdmat()
. services,” B(‘xar (ounty Mcntul 8ulth’ M(mal

90" o

of germtru -

4

B 2

The outt'each or constltation and educa-'

“tion services with respect to older persons
were very. limited. -The center has.a -
contract with the Diocesan Bureau: of -
-Human_- Relations = Services to performf”"‘
some outreach; however, the center direc-
tor. ‘noted that- outreach is provided ‘onoe™

the “persqp has been identified by ancther

syst,em

nelther by the center. Thedirecter indi-

cated-that inthe past the center did have

an. outreach program for oldér persons

Tiving along. This program “fell apart”' .
hecause there wad no'one to oversee it -

and since Lhen no funds have been avall-

" able to remstltute the effort.14e -~

The coordmator of- gerlatnc services for

the Bexar County Mental Health Cenfer-
Southeast, $aid that in his view outreach * |
“¢fforts are not reachmg the older popula-

tion. He alsg mdlcated that an internal

policy of th(, center ‘was to discourage
outreach qervwes because it wgs not
counted as a dlrect service, 150 The director

‘of the Center, ‘however, indicated that
older persons} had . beéh designated. asna;
special group for purposes of the center’s
outreach a?twmes He noted that the

ch ag the’ g'enerak hospital. The
| 1sol ted older. person is generally not
ed by the oytreach program and thus -

center was work'mg' with ‘the nursing

horfies in the area ‘and coordinating its
efforts for older persons with the Be)(ar_

County Southwest Center.13! , .

Retardation Center- Southeast, mtu‘wéw in San

‘Antonio, Tex., Apr. 26, 1977 . hemafwr cnted as

Lantel Intervww)~
"t Dr. - Harold Jones, pro,]ect dlrector, &xar

intervjew in San Antonio, Tex.

\_ ..,.

. County Mental Health/Mental. R‘ewrdatlon Cen- .
- ter Southezwt
CApr. 26, 1977(hema_fter ciw(ias'JoxxtmInnerview). .
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A F‘lderal official in Kansas Cliy doin-
~mented that the center program is de-

sngned to eerve those more easy to reach=— "

‘those who come in for services. The lack of
mobility and 1solatton that characterize
many older*persons, he said,

obtain services.!%? -
[ &

F‘our'Federai ‘regional office officials

‘cited the relative isolation of the elderly
. angd the need to respond with eoﬁne form

of outreach services. Two officials in the

Seattle office indicated that outreach was
-8 necessary service, especially for young

- children and older persons. They-said that
“about 3 or 4 years ago, “there had been a

real push on” outreach but that with
tighter resolirces and the costs involved,
there is little “payoff” for a center to
provide outreach when there are insuffi-
cient resources, when staff are not.neces-
sarily comfortable treating the people to
whom outreach would be directed, afd
when outreach 1$ not a fee- generatmg
dCthltV 153 :

A 'regional official in Boston also neted,
among other things, that older persons are
hard to reach because of their isolation

. from the mainstream of the commilnity

- Alcoho]ism,
. interview in Kansas . City, Mo,

and that thls suggested the 1mportance of

1h2 Robert Battjes, interim director, Division of
Drug: Abuse, and Mental Health,
Apr.
(hereafter cited as Battjes Intery lew)

- 153 John, Bartleson, director, Division of Alcohol--

ism, Drug Abuse, und MenLal Health, and Norma

Baxter, ‘mental health program consujtant, inter-,

view in Seattle, Wagh., Apr. 28, 1977 (hereafter
cited as Bartleson-Baxter Ingbrview). _

154 Martin Feldman, regiohdl program consultant
on alcoholism, drug‘ abuse, and mental health,
interview in Boqton Mass., Muv26 1977 (hereafter

" cited as Feldman | interview).

‘make it .
“difficult if not impossnble for them to -

13, 1977

‘Mental Health/Mental Retardation Center-South-
~ west, interview in .San Antonio, Tex.,

AY ‘. .

oonsultatnon and " education services and
| outreach serv1ees 154, :

In fact, madequat,e outreach and lack of" .'

" transportation were cited at virtually all

centers. vmted as part of the field'study to

explam in part their underservice to older Ny

persons.13 Staff of .two centers empha-

“Yized the particular tranSportatlon diffi- .
culties confronting older persons in their . -

areas, where centers were located on the .

outskirts of towm and the: areas had.

limited public *transpoertation.#8 Other

. centers’ staffs also pointed out transporta-'- T

Tron as a problem. 187

Py At e ,'."\

Despite the fal*rly umform recogmtton

that' outreach services were necessary but - .
Iackmg, few centers indicated any plana R

.for. expanding or establishing * siuch "a

program. Program administrators dffered . .
the following reasons -for . not prov1dmg, s

Butreach: (1) they ‘were operating at’’

capac1ty and any outreach efforts would . . -

bring in more clients than gould be served;

. (2) they were reluctant to direct resources

to-outreach activities; (8) they lacked the
resources and the personnel to mount
effective outreagh programs; (4) they did-

~ not view outreach as part of their respon-

sibility, be¢ause it was not. a reimbursable
service, 158 X

159 Kepchar Interviewy; Plazaa Interview; Celenza

. Interview; Mabry Interview; and Jim Wintz, social
~ worker, Highline-West Seattle Commutity M

Health Center, interview ip Seattle, Wash., Apr
27, 1977 (hereafted cited as Wintz Interview).

158 Wilcox Interview; Meng Interview.

157 Celenza - Interview; Wintz - Interview; and
Richard Marquez,.project director, Bexar County

Apr 27,
1977. The Bexar County center, however did have
vans available for patient use.

91
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The problem Qf scarce or nonexnsunt

| t;efeural SOUTTEs Wiy a0 pointéd out as a .

major pmblem that impeded-the provisiofi.-
~of sebvices to -both-childran (pMaarily
3 under 5) and older persons. Staff of fBur

cénters. indicated ' that children who are

- ot yet of school age were underserwed,

. gince the children do nét come in contact

with. the social and educational scrwce,.

_netwoi‘kql'“’ The . coordinator of youthk-
" services atione center mdlcated that the-

‘efféctlveheqq of schools as A, referralT

sourgeé is sometimes quequonable “‘He said

~ . that in hig area, there was an unwr;ttcn'
~ban on. teachel' referrals lwwu& qchoolq

... pay for

are con rned' that'they may be liable to
treatment hecause of ‘Federal,

“laws rchlrmg schools to educate :the

handicapped.18¢ The director of “another

_center said-that it had taken 6 years.to
'd.e\@els)p a workmg relatlonshop with-the

schools, in her area’ becauqe of thmr

Crésistance to the center's

_ program.i6t A
Federatofficial in Bostgn: while citing the

lack of a referral system or process: for
. preschoolers also cited resistance on the

part of schools as an impediment to
serving children.“‘?

Slmllar‘ly, several program admxnmtra~
tors at the Federal, Siate, and local levels
commented that oldér persons had little or
no contact with the formal referral net-
works and this contributed to their under-
service.!%3 One Federal official summed
up the problem by saying that older

158 Wilcox Interview; Mabry Interview; Seideman

.Interview; Plazas Intvrn(“ Kepehar lntu*vww

and Celenza Interview.

15 Plazas Interview; Celenza Interview;
Interview; and Kepchar Interview.

180 Bruyn Interview,

181 Celem&lnwrvuw

Bruyn

182 Feldman Interview,

92

S

‘networks, and are often less likely to. refer T

~ ings confibmed the

qxts

- handle it.

. 165 Dr

. . .- o
e s r..._...___,..._.

. \ . s >
e
e

' persons arg not referred to eenters as .';_- 
often -or a8 qagily -as other age: grouggr '

- because they tend tzo be.more isolated and -

hav%e fewer points of contact’ with .the
traditional social’ and educatlonaL semce\

themselves.164 = SR ‘*‘

 Testimony recenved in the 1)140 hqan
formaﬁon obtamed

thro_ugh the field stug; |

: \z‘ , ," _ T e I

Dr.- Alex;mdeg S}mon K pqychlatnst

~with" the Southesst Community Mental
Health Center in“San- Frasgisco, under-

lm(;d the argumgnts thdt are given for not-
providing adequate. outrgach or tranapor-

~ tation: “Many older .persons are h‘ome-

bound apd it s too costly, it 8 said, to’. .
provide transportatlon for them. and- too - 7,
tlme u)nsummg to make, honie vie T
J'185 [etlnphams Supplled]

Dr Caml Bar‘belto dlrector of tbe o

-Colorado Mental Health Association, testi-

fied that outreach services are necessary .
to reach those whom centers have not '
been sgmng‘ but that such services are

not being prowded because “we can't -
We are not really ready for

new gr;oups ”"‘0 v

Dr. Edmund Casper, director of psy-
chiatric services for the City and County
of Denver and director of the Northwest
Denver Commumty Mental Health Cen-

163 Zitnay Interview; Battjeq Interview; Feliman
Int*rvnew Kepchar Intuvnew Plazas Intervxew
andCelenza Interview.
164 Battwsln&erwew R

Alex8®nder Simon, teqtlmony, San Fran
ctseo Hearing, p. 160. - :
196 Dr, Barbeito Testimony, Denver Hearnu) p.
23.
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/He stated furtﬂe
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ter, was aqk\d whl,ther hiq centcr pr&-
gram included an ‘outreach ®rogram

increase the numbér of older participants.
.He mpon(k(l that his center has cofitacts
with agencies serving older xersons and

has attempted - to  identify: those older -

persons now-being treated by the ven

“We shave no outrghe
em per se, We have na acet rate

récruitment of patients z&‘this timc‘;”“*?.

Larry saki, dm g of - rese weh
and .evaluation for the Denv8F Park East
Comgmunity Mental Health Center, was
caskbd the s same question. He said that his
¢ehter had “some wutreach”
toward nursing and lx)(udmg home.s.”’*‘

- directed
.“ "/

According to Dr. (‘Nper, 3 pu(*cnt of

* the patients al the Norfhwest
were 65 or over; d(‘(*(n(lmg to DF. Osaki,

‘enter

122 to 155 percent,~at the Park I*nmt°

C cntor 160
\

The Commission did learn of one‘center
that had mounted an extensive outreach
effort direeted toward older persons,
which appears to be succowfully reaching
this ige :group in spite of limited funds.
Dr. Evalina' Bestman, director

of the

community mental health program, Me--

morial Hmpltal at the University of
- Miami, hired a gerontologist who orga-
nized a group.of volunteers to-initiate an
outreach program in the northwest c(ﬁ'nu
of the center’s communm where most of
the elderly live in trailer courts. As a

- result of this outreach effort, a group was

formed called the Neighborhood Family,

Edmund Casper
Hearing, p.47.

¢ Dr. Larry Osaki Testimony., Denver Hearing.
p. ¥ ' '
i Casper and  Dr.
Hearing, p. 47

Testimony, Denver

Osaki Testimony, Denver

Inc. ’I‘hcy secured. free quartu‘s a ware-

house--in one of the loeal shopping cen-

ters near, the trailer courts and soRgited
donations from the community to decorate
i{. Nurses, a psychiatrist, and a social

ker were assigned to.the group which

‘now ha$ 400. members., Volunteers con- -
L.ginue to play a critical role in the project
* by keepmg in-touch with, the elderly who
. ive in the trarlu‘s and notifying center
staff ‘when someone is in need of psychlat—-

ri¢ or medical care. Transportation is also
avalldhle ‘as well as = .congregate meals
py‘()grgm Tor gc}tor ()llcnt.q 170

James Nob]e A gemntology }.)m am’

qp@cmlmt with the Florida DepartmeRi-of
Health and Rehabilitative Services, tegti-
fied that the f‘,omm‘umty mental hea

cepters In the State’s: tural areas wer

perutmg olitreach progréims. He added

his view, though, that age dmnmmatloh :
c\usbs in the. MQnml health ‘arca. Ofder

persors who g() to'a cenfer will be served,
he said, but #since they . d() not come. in,
n(>body is really, grqmg to go; oht after
them.’ ”‘ . .

Cost and Cqsi-Eﬂeétlv'eness s

Scarcé resources and -the high cost’ of

serving older personq and children was a -

recurring theme in the field study and the
public hearings. Scarce resources coupled
with therapeutic pessimism about treating

‘older persons successfully has led some

centers to - assess their resource distribu-

tion patterns in terms of the service

170 Dr.  Fvalina “Bestman Testimony, Miami
Hearing, p. 160.

171 Noble Testimony, Miami Hearing, p. 151.
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benefits that mlght be lost to othem who
: may be morg eaenly helped

" Dr. Robert Dick, Commumty Mental
Health Center Admmlstrator for F}onda

of the U.S. Publlc HeaHh Su*vncc m :

Atlanw teqtlfled |
I think that one of the blggeqt areas
of discrimination in terms of age has

to do with health-economigs--just the
whole economic structuré hehind it

and how health servm{zs nre pmd
for. . 7. o
'3 ) ' ./

LI 4

When community muﬁml health cen-
“ters, admipistrators, and
boards. . . sit down/{o discuss -henlth
~ policies, everybody i3 more interested
« in how it is going™td be paid for and
whether they are . g‘omg 1o get the
money to pay for the services, rather
than the actual need for the.services.
You cannot deny. . ‘that the elderly
services would. comtntut& a highery
riSk gmup yet 'tr ing o eonvince
pohcymakerq that Lil\e present health
econorgics %tructure would help pay
for thig'service is dlfflcult 172

The cxecutlvé dlrcctor;of the nghlmc
~ West Seattle Center indicated that it is

the belief of the members of his board
that children and families should be *
served first because thcy are more cost
effe(ftwe 173 f - ‘
| - .

Although children and older persons
hgve been desngnated as & priority by the

172 I)r

‘Robert Btck Testimony, Miami \Hmnnq

Seideman Interview.
™ Zitnay Interview| I
o 11 Keeley Interview, '

[|)7 fm ' '_ -~

94 - o .

gettmg' swamped 178

State because of thelr prior underservnoe
the Commissioner of Maine’s mental .
health agency ‘indicated that adherence of
the center to that priority would depend
on the ~State’s' provndmg additional
funds. 174

In spite of the new requlrements for
programs of specialized services to older
persons ahd children, one Federal official
in Chicago pre(jlctzed that few: changes will
reqult without new funds. He contanded
“that the centers are aware that there are
older persons in the communities who are

. not being served, but the centers do not

want to go too far in establishing special-

« ized programs for older persons for f ear; of

*Staff of the Edgmwatu‘-Upwwn Cen-
ter, which has experienced Beveral budget
reductions in the past few ycarsesaid that,
any further budget cuts would be reflect-
ed first in- eutbacks in’ serw? to age.
groups who cannot ,pay, that I8, ¢
andwolder persons.!” The lack of funds

© was cited by staff as the largest -problem
-\ the center has in serving older persons

adequately. Comments made at this. cen-
ter werg echoed in Maine at the Kennebec

¢ Valley Mental Health Center.!?? Severdl

_center  officials also said that limited

- resources do not permit the provision of
outreach services and home visits that are

~necessary to reach these age groups,
partlcularly since such qervxoei are not
rojghbursable.!78

]
iz _Lzaslntervww

117 Celenza Interview. -,

178 Seidemen Intorvww Plazas Inwrwow Kepe-

har Intervie w.

4
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. . ever, {hat’ centers could ‘incrdase their .

).

Dr. - William Pierce, executive, director
of the Westside Community Mental

= sHealth Cénterin San Frapeisco, _tjest'i fled:

o o B
CoL - - X

I would agreé with the issue that

money is certainly & problem. . . .

thn you pmwde %rv!ceq tO{
ildren and youth and to our senior

itizen. population, in many regards

you are going ‘to have to provide’

multiple services to this patient popu-

lation because of the multiple prob- . -
lems tha\;{cct for instance, the \ _
geriatric ulation In terms of Rellance on Age Categorical
Programs ©

the

~

health, social isolation, in addition to

AN whatwcr mental hcalth problems

may dlrutlf/ affect them... . .With
children -and youtly you have to deal
with the .interface of scveral human

service systems, the school system,’

the court system, the mental health
systagl. And when” you begin to deat
-~ with u)mplcmtloq of interrelating
. large systems. . .then it becomes
even more dlffl ult to implement.'7

Dr.. PIQP(C cxprc sed the behuf how-

- ability to devebop services-for. chlldmn and
4\ ‘older persons even thougle funds may be.

limited. He suggested that centers needed

to obtain greater input from their commu- -
~ nitieg in setting priorities and that then

| addresaed a question about resource a.llo—

cation decisiqns that operated against
older ‘ persons baged ‘on” the assumption
th&t younger persons have more yem to
live and are more productlve

Thxs is a ratnonalizatiOn

“used by peopld not to offer services-tp

plder people—that because they. are

old they é)on 't havé very much more

_ to live and since we have limited .

amounts of money we are going to

’ s nd it on youngier adulta or on
ildren. . . .18

N

Commlssnbn«staff encouﬁtened one situ-

ation in which age categorical programs
relied on to substitute for

were bel&g
- services older persons ‘under géneral
“population based progranis. This 'was

described at the pubhc hearing in Miami,
Flonda : o L.

. »

James Noble recotinted the‘ State’é"

ter establishing 13 special-
ealth projects for older

experience’
ized mental’

‘persons in catchment areas having com-

mumty mental health centers:

over:50 percent elderly peaple, and

* they wapld begin to develop a sense of the_response of the centers in pany °
~ urgency sbdut the problems thal affect casesis, “Well, that project serves the
~children 'y uth, and older pemom 180 older person. We at the center do not
v really have to be that much eon-
Dr Ale‘xandu Simon, with the South- ~ cerned. We have a speeial place for
eaqt (‘ommumty Mental. Hcmlth Cente them mg‘o”“‘?'
D ST '
1 Dr. W lliamh ‘I’uu‘w Tﬂtnmmv Smkl«mnmsco Wi Dr. Simon Tesumony, San Fram‘wm Hear-
‘ Hu‘mzq Q 163. - . ing, p. 161,
L Ibyj o N 182 Noble Testimony, Mzam(Heamng,p 150.
| o .
\ — .;.1 £y e e o R : .- . - 95
) " b\\ ) ' ‘\ “

. .that is .

?

e would. put- $80,000 into' &
ment area that might have 87 or -
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‘He concluded that a regression of-
services to older persons actually results.

The centers do not generally increase

" their services tv older pBrsons when the
‘ cent\em\expe.mence growth. Instead, they -
rely on the spec‘izﬂ project, which involves

a comparatively small amount of funds.!s3-

Statt Aftitudes

. Many community . mental héalth center
directors, directors of State mental health”
agencies, and Federal mental health offi-
cials said that negative staff attitudes
“toward olde¥ persons and, in some instanc-

L

es, towarq children, contributed to their

underreprcqg‘ntatlon in the program. 184 -

ﬁ‘hc. director of one center reporwd to
Comiiission staff that His center is placing .
. less emphasis on glder persons who are
seen as simply needing an opportunity to
use Socialization skills that'they have
acquired. Thus, older persong’ problems
are related pnnupall}‘ to. ti need- for
social services, not mental health services.
He was asked_.l
where ‘intervéfition by mental health
professionals to assist older persoms would
" be just as necessary as for other- age

groups (for example, depression following,
retirement). The director. agreed that

thére might be such a situation where

 there were not situations’

’..

intervention should take place, but he

went on to say that older persons are npt

193 Thid, /
Ak Owens Interview® Wintz Interview; Meng
~Interview; Battjes Interview; Feldman Interview;
© Zitnay Interview,
community services, Ulinois_Depantment of Mental
Heulth, interview in Chicago, 11, May 18 1977
(hereafter cited as Anderson Intervwv&) Dr.
Thomas Plaut, testimony, Hearing Before the U.S
Commission on Civil Rights, Washington, I)(

Sept. 26-28, 1977, vol. I, p. 238 (hereafter cited as

\
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as likely to come into a psychiatric clinic
and could be better served by “getting
them to a clergyman . or by. channeling
them in some other direction such as a
Rotary‘Club or going flshmg.""‘l'S '

Dr. Abraham Kauvar manager  of
health and hospitals for the city and
~county of Denver, referred to the YAVIS
syndrome_as influencing . pqyéhlatnsts y
preferences for patlents “Y is for young;
" A'is for attractive; 'V is for verbal; I is for
mtell_lgtnce, and S is for selfi—&et'vnng.””*6

The 1974 report of the General Account-
ing Office in its study of commuynity
‘mental health services includes illustra-
tive comments from officials of centers to
*explain the regsons for the underrepresen--.
“tation of children and older petsons in
" their programs, such as the following:

N

Children and elderly persons are less
desirable to ‘work with because a
highly ‘specialized staff is nteded to
-provide children’s services and it is
difficult to show success in treating
elderly patients.187 '

The executive director andl clinical
di!'ector of one center informed Commis-
sion staff that therapists are uncomfort-

* able with and reluctant to treat minimally

Robert Anderson, director of

Wasiz-i-nzmn, D.C.. Hearing ); Dr. Robert Bl&ler
testimony, Washington,”D.C. Hearing, p. 12.

185 Seideman Interview.

186 Dr.- Abraham Kauvar,
Heariny,
the YAVIS syndrome say that “s”-stands for
“successful.” See, for example, Butler, Why Sur-
vive?, p. 283. o '

8T (GAO Report, p. 11.

Denver

testimony,

p. 11.-Others who have also referred to
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\

AN

”y

~

verbal or nonverbal thldren ‘those undeﬁ
12 188 °

Y

Margaret Jacks, former director of
Florida’s State Office of Aging and Adult
Services;-testified about what she believed
to be preﬂmm attituctes in mental health
care that account, in part, for older
persons’ n()t gettmg proper treatment

They are saying:"*‘The older person is
getting old, so why should 1 waste my
time on them? He is not, going to live
long- anyway. T-will %pend my profes-
su;na skill, my khowledge, and my
i in treating. . .younger people
\w » have longer to live , because what

e
,\, L4

In Why bu reive? B(/ong Old in Anwm
De. R()bert Butler, Director of the N’itl()n-
al Institute on Aging of the Debartment
of Health, Educatlon, and Welfare, de-
seribed this same attitude:

4

e to give is worth t8o mftuch to
Aaste on somebody who is gomg to
7he pratly qoon&“" '

1

Al

The report of the task foree on the
" Texas Pepartment of Mental Health and
Mental Retardation® Services to Older
Adults lists “attitudes of care-givers” asa -

barrier to older persons’ receipt of mental

health eare. The report goes on to say that
“t00 often the unwarranted assumption of
chronicity and untreatabjlity coupled with
a general lack of “undérstanding of the
aged and aging serves-to systematically’
deny viable treatment optlons to the ()lder

adult.”’to1

N

~,Dr. Thomas Plaut Deputy Directar of .
l/h‘e National Institute of Mental Health,
infarmed the Commission that one prob-

, lem In pmwdmg mental health services to
" older persons is the fact ¢hat genters still
tend to be staffed primarily by traditional
mental health personnel who generally
and

“partake of the therapeutle nihili

pessimism,” about sgrvices to old

There is. almost a Petu' Pan sense *°

that medicine should be 1mmedlatdy
gratifying and not spoiled by situa-
tl()ns which defy the (10('t0r°; ability
to “make it all better.” Yet the

medical care of the old 18 more

romplex.#han that of the
young. [I]nherent in this is a

. greater challeén %e to the pereeptlons_
physicians-—if they
can avoid the beguilement of “fast

and intelléct o

return’” medicine. 190

188 Seideman Interview; Dr. John Lavelle, clinical
director, Highline-West Seattle (ommumty Men-

tal Health Center, mterwe»\ in Seattle, Wash,,
Apr. 27,1977,
189 Murgaret Ja(kq testimony, Miami Hearing, p.

‘ ¢
Y
7o

Z
;)3

sons. 194

S

r per-.

~ ‘Reasons u'ndértyihg- the negatiVe atti-

tudes . toward treating older persons were
toffered in a 1971 report of the Committee-
on Aging of'thxy(?rou‘) for the Advance-

“ment of Psychiat

- ® The aged stimulate the theraplqts

fears about his own old age

° They arouse the theraplstq confliets
about his rejutmn%hlpq w1th parental

fi 1gures

® The therapist believes he has nothing
useful to offer old people because he

190 Butler, Why ?zmvzzv? p. 179,
191 Re pmfef Task Force, p. 8.

192 Dr,  Plaut Testimony, Wmhmqton D.C. Hear .

ng. p. 238

\\
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believes they cannot chdnge their behav--
-ior or thatytheir problems are all due to "

I"'_"untreatable orgenic bmm dlsease9

® The théraplst believes that hlS psyj

chodynamic skills' will be’ wasted if he
works with the aged, because'they are
- near death and not really deservmg of
attentlon _

e The patlent mlght die whllc’ in
treatment which  could challenge the
therapmt 8 ‘;en;se of 1mportanoe

) S

® The, theraplsts colleagues may ‘be

\ contempttxous of his efforts on behalf of .{Tralnlng .

' | aged patlents 193 | ¢

The dlrectbr of Illm'()ls mental health

- agency told Corimission staff that clini- .
“cians’ reluctance to treat older- .persons .

stems from their training. Clinicians are
"o trained to do psychotherapy ang older
_ people often need socjal setviceg/in addi-
tion to counseling. He commented further
that training is needed to dispel the myths
that older persons ara not interesting to
work with,194 :

" Dr. Erlc Pfelffer director of the D'avns
Institute on the Care and Study of the
Agmg, told the Commission that the

‘provmon of adequate training can go far -

in eorrectmg attitudinal biases against
~ older persons:

193 Grous for the Advancement of Psychiatry, The
Aged and Community Mental Health. A Guide to
Program Devel

< Advancement of Psychiatry, 1971), p. 36.

194 Anderson Interview.
185 Dr. Eric Pfelffer ’I‘eqtlmony Demw Hear-

ing, pp. 20-21 "
98" /

PG

ment (New York: Group for the .

g

When we have had the opportun'i-
ty to specially train'’ mental health

~‘personnel in providing mental health

services to the elderly, given themthe - = :

- gkills, made them aware of the neces-
}sary attxtudes the attention to family

matters, ‘the. attention to the 'neces-

sary societal settings in' which that-

older

~billty, the responsiveness of-the per-

- sonnel becomes vastly different. They

person survwes, then the treata-

become positive about treatmg the » -

elderly. They are successful in treat-

ing the‘elderly mentally ill. .. . .19

!

!

At five of the "elght COmmunlty mental -

health centers visited in the field study,
in finding staff with appropriate training -

8 reason for uMderservice to these age
groups.1%8 The need for inservice trdining

to eXpand the capabilities of existing staff

in this hrea was alao raised a$ a necessary

| actlon 197

Not having adequately trained staff .

* center and State officials cited E)roblemd' :

-to ‘work with children andtolder persons as

creates problems in accurately diagnosing

an older persop’s’ mental health proble

Staff at one cinter said that the lack of
adequate trammg, in their experience, has
often resulted in misdiagnosis.’®8 Dr:
Robert Butler, director of the National

- Instltute on Agmg, also lmlced lack of

198 Plazas Interview; Kepchar Interview; Seide-
man Interview; Mabry Interview, Laurel Inter
view; Anderson Interview.

197 Ibid. -

198 Kepchar Interview.

,Vr,),' e
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adequatc training with thg pmbablhty of
maecurate dlagnoqeq 190 )

Several officials in the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare’s regional
offices deseribed the dlff\(,ultv of finding
staff with expertise in aging and mental
health as contributing to inadequate ser-
vices for older gersons. 200

ThL fdllure of educatl(mdl institutions
to’ train perqonnol in aging and rqontal
health was discussed: at length by the
sformer chairman,of a California medical

[ J. .
- school curriculum coemmittee. Dr. Alexan-
der Simon, now with the Southcast Com-

munity Mental Health Center, festified
that because of this lack of training,
“stchmmsts social workers, nursess and
other mental health pcmonnol are not as
interested in tr edtmg the aged as they are

in younger p}tlents 200 Witnesses at alt

of the Commission’s hearings commented
on the lack:of tkined mental health
personnel to serve older persons.=02

Dr. Thomss Plaut, deputy director of
the National Institute of Mental Health,

told the Commission that there are still

relatively few professionals and parapro-
fessionals in"the mental health area with
particular interest in training in relation
to older personst He also pointed out that
NIMH was attempting to focus greater

199 De. Butler Testimony, Washington. D.C.
Hearing. pp. 12-13.

20 Feldman Interview: Battjes Interview; Bartle-
son-Baxter Interview.,

010 Dre. §Ymon Testimony,
ing, pp. 160, 166-67. _
02 For example, see Mary Krane, president,
Citizens Advisory Board, Northwest Denver Com-
prehsenive Community Mental Health Center,
testimony, Denver Hearing, p. 11; Dr. Kauver

San Francisco Hear-

-

‘be strengthened in the geriat

~attention in general training of- mental

health professionals and paraprofessionals

on the needs of older persons and was

developmg some demonstratlon projects

in this area,203

Dr. *Juliug Rlchmr)nd Assistant Secre—- .
tary for Health of the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare, :

in his
written response to-questions submitted
by the Commission, also acknowledged
that shortages of trained personnel for the

aged exist, specifically in community
mental health centers and in leng-term, '
“care facilities.

e noted that the psychiat-
ric and mychologual cumculum needs to

area. He concluded by statipg that “priori-
ty in the award of 'NIMH training grants
will be given to those programs which
address the priorities of services to special
target populdtlom (the aged and ;hlldren
heing Lwo) 1204

..

A lde of mental jealth pmfeqsmnp.ls
trained ‘to work- with children has also
been rajed as a barrier to adequately
serving children. -As part of its 1971
evaluation of mental health services for
children, the: American Psychiatric Associ-
ation surveyed 4ll federally-assisted com-
munity mental health centers to deter-

ervices

)

mine the nature of their services to

children and adolescents. Of the centers

Tcstlmom Denver Hearzng pp 10-11 and Dr.

. Pfeiffer Testimony, Denver Hearing, pp. 20-21;

Jeffrey Solomon, director, community services,
Miami Jewish Home arid Hospital for the Aged
testimony, Miami Hearing, p. 159.

203 Dr.  Plaut Testimony, Waehzngt(rn DC.
Hearing, p. 238. '
204 Dr. Julius Richmond, letter to Dk. Arthur S.

Flemming, Chairman, U.S. Commission on Civil

Rights, Oct. 18, 1977. '
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- that responded 44 pefcent Indicated that-
the lack of staff with training.and experi-
ence to work with children and adoles-

cents was one of the most significant
» problems in providing ﬁcrvxcea to these
age groups.20% N

»

€5 Mental Health Smmuqu ("hal dme p- 80.
.28 Barbara J. Sowder, Ph.D., «d., ‘(‘ommumty
tal Health Sornceq for Chlldrcn Recent
periences and Future Planding” (Summary of

V
4

100

| the Proceedlngs of a Workah

. 4'._. .

Some of the- particlpants in an NIMH-

sponsored workdop held in May 1977 to- -
develop recommeéridations on future direc-
tions for child mental health services also -

concluded that the shortage of profession-

als trained in child psychiatry, pdychology,

and’ social work ‘hindér the- delwery of

servmes to chlldren 208 ° P
VR

on Oommumty'

Mental Health Services.for Children, Washmgton
D. C 1977)
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Legal Services SRR SR

The legal services prog'ram is authonzed by . the Legal Servwes -
Corporation Act of 1974, as amended.! The act. established the
Legal Service§ Corporation? and authorized it to enter into grant.
~ or contractual arrangements with individuals, partnershlps, firms,

- corporations, nonprofit organizations, and, upon certain conditions, .
'mth State and local governments to prov1de financial assistance to-
programs of legal assistance for ehglble low—mcome persons 3 .

o The Commission’s review of the legal services program identified
$ discrimination on the basis of age in two areas. First, insufficient -
' outreach efforts were found to affect p’arti'c'ularly the
- opportunities of older persons to participate in the program.
Second, some legal services prOJects rely on funds provided under
~ - age-categorical programs, such as Title I1I of the Older Americans
: Act? or on other general population-hased programs, to substitute
~ for, rather than supplement, the use W Corporation funds to serve
older persons. ~

were first estabhshed in 1966 under the

Program Description
former Office of Economic Opportunity

Federally-funded legal services projects

' 42 U.S.C. §§2996—29961 (Supp. V 1975), as amend-
~ed by Legal Services Corporation Act Amend-

ments of 1977, Pub. L. No. 95-222, 91 Stat. 1619.

The - Commxssxon 8 review of the legal services
program took place prior to the 1977 Amendments
to the Act; therefore, all citations unless otherwise
indicated are to the 19-74.Act.

2 42 U.S.C. §2996b(a) (Supp. V 1975).

(OE0).5 For a short period of tlme the

3 42U.8.C. §2996e(SuppV1975)

+ 42 U.S.C. §3021 (Supp. V 1975). .

5> The enabling legislation was the Economlc
Opportunity Act of 1964, Pub. L. No. 88-452, 78
Stat. 508 [current version cited as Community
Servicey Act of 1974, 42 U.S.C. §§2711-2996b

' (Supp V 1975)], although there was no spec1flc.
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legal services program was administered
by the successor agency to ORO, the

. Gommunity Services Administratf®bn.é In

1974 the Legal Services Corporatl_on Act
was enacted into law ag title X of the

Economic Opportunity Act of 1964 and ™~

transferred responsibility for administra-

++ tion of the legal services. program to a

Opportunity Act of 1967,

S.C.
+* 42 U.8.C.
U.S.C.

S 12 42

new, independent, nonprofit eorporatioh
entltled the Legal %rvtceq Corpomtl()n 7

The (‘orporatlon is run by an 11-m m-

ber board of directors, appointed by/the

Presiden t ‘with-the advme and consent of

-the Senate.® The board chooses the presi-

dent of the Corporation who also serves as

a nonvoting, ex offlcm “member M‘ the .

hoard.?

One purpose of the Corporation is to
provuk financial support for legal assis-
tance to persons finaneially unable tg¢~
afford adequate " legal counsel.'® Such
assistance is available at no cost and is
limited to noncriminal proceuimg'q or
matters.!!

: statutor\ roferen(o to legal services. ’I‘ho act was

araended by the Economic Opportunity Amend-
ments of 1966, Pub. L. No. 89794, 80 Stat. 1451.
Section 215 of the Amendmentd added §211 1(b) to
the Economic Opportunity Act to provide specifi-
cally for a legal services program. The Economic
ub. L. No. 80 222, §104,
81 Stat. 672, repealed §211 -1(h) and ropld(cd it
with §222(1 )( 3). The legal Services Corppration
Agt 42 U.S.C. §2‘)96 (Supp. ¥ 1975) r(p( aled

§222(hX(3).

% 42U S.C. Z941((1)(Supp vV 1‘)1.))

742 1.5.C. §2996 (Supp. V 1975).

§2996¢(a) §upp \% 97"

§299fx1(a) (bupp \% 1915) : .
S.C. §2996b (Supp. V 1975). " .
S.C. §2996f(b)(1) (Supp. V 1975).

S.C. §2996e(a 1) A) (Supp. V 1975).
1342 U.S.C. §2996¢(a)3) (Su ). V 1975)..

14 42 U.S. C §2996f(a2X A)- El&)(bu pp. V 1975).

1 42 US 629‘)61“(51)(2)((‘) (Supp, V 1975). The

9 42

to 42'[

1 42U
U
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The act 'authorizes' the ‘Cbrporatibh' to
make grants to, or contracts with, indivi-

duals, partmerships, flrms ‘corpotations,
“nonprofit organizations, and, upon certain
- conditions, with State and local - govern- .

ments to support legal services programs
for eligible law-income, persons.'? Other
Corporatxon functions include research

,serving as an ),nformatlon clearinghouse,
and providing training and technical
assistance to local legal services pro-
- grams.!3 :

Legal services is a project grant pro-
gram . in that the  Corporation awards
funds in its discretion directly to _appli-
cants whose project proposals meet, the
requirements of the act and the regula-
tions and other policies gstablished by the
C@rporatlon“Each project must establish
eligibility critesia for potggtial clients
*within guidélines establighed by, the. Cor-
poralion.!t Preference in th Qrovnslon of v
legal assistance is ‘to be given to-those
least able to afford.it:'> Projects must
estabsh maximum afnual income levels

. PSS : : '
Jegal Services' Corporation Aés Amendments of

1977 repealed this provision and proiided ihstead
that the Corporation shall ingure that. Qh) reci- -

pients fof Corporation, funds] consistent, with goals
established by the Corporation, adopt procedures
for determining and implementing priorities for
the provision of sych assistance taking into
account the relative needs of eligible clients for

such assistance (including such outreach, teaining,
and support services as may be necessary), includ- -
. ing particularly the needs for gervice on the part of
“significant segments of the population of eligible

clients with special difficulties of access to tegal
services or special legal problems (including elderly
and handicapped individuals); and Tii) appmpnaw
training and support services are provided in orders
to provide such assistance to. such qngmflcxmt
segments of the population of eligible clients. . .
Legal Services (‘(ij)rau()n Act Amendments of
1977, Pub. 1. No. 95.222, Q‘)(h 91 bmt 1621,

+
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-+ codifiedin 45 C

for pemon‘i to be ehglblc Lo recewe legal
services.'8 Thése levels may not exceed
125 percent of the official poverty line

* defined by the U.S. Office of Management.

and Budget 17

Currer&lv, apprommately 320 legal ser-

vices projects are supported with Corpora- -

tion funds.'®* Most of these are local

projects that provide ongoing: legal assis-
JThirty-eight
prolectq are dcmonstratl(m efforts de-

<tance directly to clients.

.

programq funded by the Corporatlon a]so ﬂ’l

concentrate on the legal problems of this °

group~Legal Services for - the Elderly -
.Poor in New York City, the Council of
Elders in Boston, and the Senior Citizens .
Project of the C&hforma Rural Legal

Assistance program. Two support centers

‘specialize in the legal problems of young -
persons-—the Youth Law Center in San
‘Francisco and the National J uvemle Law
Center in 5t. LOUIS 22 v

signed to (ést alternative methods of legah, Comrmqslon staff vmted 14 legal seryic-

serfices deélivery.t® Thirteen projects are

" support centers mtendcd to provide dpe-
cialized “back-up” assistance for the regu _’

lar legal services 0 offices. These centers
%pcualwe either . in quxfm area  of
substantive law, for example, the Nation-
al Consumer Law Center, or in the legal
problems of a distinct client group, for
example, the Migrant chdl Action
PrOJeQ 20°

Eight of the demomtratlon prQJLcts
have as one of their specific concerns the
dewlopment of better methods for reach-
ing and serving older persons, mcludmg
judicare, contract~and prepaid services,
and the pro bpno involvement “of the
private bar, &he National Senior Citizens
Law Center in Los Angeles, one of the
- support_centers funded by the Corpora-
tion, fééuses exclusively on the legal
problems of older persons,?! Three other
16 41 Fed. Reg. 51 6()4 51,606 (1976) (t() be codified
- in45C.F.R.§ 113(&)

17 41 Fed. Rc% 51, 604, 51,

R. §1611.3(b)).
'8 Thomas. Ehrlich, president, fal Serlces

606 (1976) (to he

Corporation, testimony, Hearing Before the 'S

Commaission on Civil Rzghte Vashington, D.C.,

Sept. 26-28, 1977, vol. I, p. 145 (hereafter cxtui as
mhmqwn D.C. H('annq)

o !FIhIrhcb Statement, IV(whmgt(m D.C. Hearing,
VO

”~

es projects during the course of the field
study and pubhc hearings. Appendix- B
lists the projects that were visited.

Sumﬁ\ary of the Record

Program Partlclpants

National data on the poverty populatlon
serve as a gross indicator of the numbers
of persons who are eligible for legal
services. Data on persons ehglble for the,
services of each legal services.project are
not readily attainable because each
project must, within certain prescmbed
limits, set its own fmancnal eligibility
criteria.?3 Also, Bureau of the Census
poverty data are not broken down for
geographlc units comparable to the ser-

| v1ce areas of the projects.

.
N
~

N

20 Legal Services Corporation, Budget Request for |

Fiscal Year 1978, p. 50:

21 Thomas Ehrlich, letter’ to Arthur S. Flemmmg,
Ch&irman, U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, Dec:
20, 1977 (hereafter cited as Ehrlich letter).

22 Ehrlich Statement, Washington, D.C. Hearing,
vol. IT.

23 4] Fed. Reg 51,604, 51 6()6(1976) (to be codlfled
in 45 C.F.R. §16113) :
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The percentage of persons- ehg\lble for

legal services who are older persons is

estimated t be from 18.6 t0- 25 percent, as-

shown by a statement’ of the Legal
Services Corporation?

-

A}

Base,d on the 1970 census, therc were'

approximately 4.7 million persons
over 65 WitK incomes below- the
poverty line, a figure that translates
to 16.2 percent of the total poverty

.population. Recent figures sugg‘est |

‘that the pércentage of elderl
- has declined slightly. An April 1976
y report to the Con
ment of Health, Education, and Wel-
- fare, for example states that persons
over 65 constitute 13.6 percent of the
poverty population. Although some
groups have suggested that the per-
centage of the elderly poor is more
“than 25 percent, that figure is based
* on the adult poverty population.
- Because legal services programs serve

children and handle a substantial

number of child-related problems,
such as problems dealing with AFDC
. benefits and custody matters, those

flg'urcq are not suitable for the Corpo- '

ration’s planning purposes.24

“No one has suggested howevu‘ that

rsons 65 or over have less need for legal
~services than the balance of the poverty
population. A 1975 report of the Senate
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare
eoncerning extension of the Older Ameri-
. eans Act set forth both older persons’ need

for legal services and the benefit to be

gained from their acceqs\to such services:

24 Thomas Ehrlich, letter to Rep. Robert Kasten-
. meier, Mar. 9, 1972 in U.S,, Congress, House,
\Commlttee on the Judxcnary, Subcommittee on
Courts, Citil Liberties, and the Administration of
Jumce Logal Services Corporatyon Act: Hearings

104

ess by the Depart-

The hearings before
tee og Aging have undersi
need.to.expand the. rovisiofof- lega'l
services to the elderly PerhAps-more,

than any other group, the elderly-rely -

ypon complex public and private
programs and institutions for their
daily subuistence. Many have no expe-
rience at dealing with the govern-
mental programs and large bureau-

“cracies upon which they have become

largely dependent.

L4

. Superimposed upon- the lives of the
elderly, 1s a vast array of. complex
statutory, regulatory, and. decisional
law. Their shelter may be
secured.under Federal or State public

rovided or

or subsidized housing laws, felocation *"

laws, and zoning laws. Their health is
often dependent upon Medicare, Med-
icaid, laws regulating nursing homes
and laws reatmg to rescrlptlon
drugs. Their nutrition is often secured
by the Title VII Nutrition program,
the Food Stamp program, and other
Federally established nutritjon pro-
grams. The source of their incomes
may be Social Security, Supplémental
Security Income under Title XVI of
‘the Social Schr}ty Act, other Federal
retirement benefit programs, or pri-
'vate pensions. Finally, the dignity of
their personal freedom and control of*
their personal and real property is
subject to the complex laws of guar-
dianship, conservatorship, and invol-
untary commitment. They must have
someplace to turn for a equate and
effective legal assistance in dealm%
with a vast complex of crucial leg

.'\_ on H.R. 8719, 95th Cong., 1st sess., 1977, pp. 858-54

(hereafter cited as Hearings on HR. 8719 ). The
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare
report cited is the Measum of Pm*em/ which was
required by the Education Amendments of 1974.

L
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isshes‘ if they are to take full advan-
tage of the Governmental programs
designed to benefit the elderly.2>

Older persons’ need for legal services
was also addressed -at the San Francisco
hearing by Hiram Smith, director of the
San Francisco Neighborhood Legal Agsis-
tance Foundation: “We have banded
together in an attempt to find ways and
means to increasing the availability of
legal services to thé elderly in San Fran-
cisco becduse there is an appalling need
for these services.”?6 |

The Commission is unaware of any
assessment of the legal needs of persons
under age 1. Although extent of need

may not have been gauged, testimony at

the San Francisco hearing indicated areas

. -- ) . h , : N < g 3
~Jn which younger persons mqu;{gg‘lﬁg{l( /

2 US. Congress, Senate, Committee. on Labor
and Public Welfare, Older Americans Amend-
ments of 1075,
255, pp. 24-25. .
% Hiram Smith, testimony, Hearing Before the

7.8, Commission on Civil Rights, San Francisco,

California, June 27-28, 1977, vol. I, p. 214 (hereaf-

ter cited as San Francisco Hearing ). g

27 Stefan Roscnzweig, staff attorney, Youth Law

Center, testimony, San Franciscp Heartng, pp.

201-02. ' , _ '

2% The legal services program has experienced
problems throughout its history in the area of data

collection. The Office of Economic<Opportunity

(OEO) had put into place a management informa-

tion system. According to staff of the Legal

Services  Corporation, two studies of the legal

services program found that “[t]he Management

Informatioh System (MIS) was poorly de-

si%ned. ._.[m] any grantees did not adhere to the -
MIS reporting requirements, so that MIS statisti-

cal reports were inaccurate and incomplete. OEO

made little use of the reports it received.” Alice

Daniel, general counsel, Legal Services Corpora-

tion, memorandum to Thomas Ehrlich, Nov. 2,

1976. The Corporation has been developing a

reporting system which it expects to implement in

‘tion.47-

94th Cong., 1st sess., 197&\8. Rept. -

b given. Law reform and community edudation

-

representation—education, institutionali-
zation, custody, foster care, and adop-

National caseload Statistit:s.fof the legal

‘services program have not been compiled -

since 1969.28 The Commission obtained
participant data for 82local legal services
projects for calendar year 1976. The data
are useful although their utility is tem-
pered by a variety of factors.?® Table 8.1
summarizes thé available data with re-
gard to clients aged 65 or over:-

A comparison of the service data with .
the census figures offeréd by the Legal
Services Corporation indicates that subs
stantial underservice to persons 65 or over -
exists. This age group represents 13.6
percent or more of the clients in only 6 of
the 82 projects.3® In 43 projects, persons

’1979. Ehrlich Testimony, Washingtan, DC ‘_})Jear.-

ng, p. 146, ¢

20" The number of clients re;iorted by a project

may not include those to whom only advice was

of forts of local legal services projects may benefit
many persons not recorded as clients. o
A project may or may not include clients refesred
to a special component for older persons establish-
ed under the auspices of the project with  non-
Corporation funds. If referred clients’ are not
included and the project contributes substantial
Corporation funds to the component, then data
will be an underestimate of services. On the other
hand, .if referred. clients are counted and ‘the
project contributes few or no Corporation’funds,
then data Wwill represent an overestimate of
service. - .

The Commission also recognizes that client data
may not. reflect other efforts undertaken by the
Corporation itself to improve the quality and

~quantity of legal services for specific age groups,

including funding support centers and demonstra-
tion projects and carrying out training and
research efforts. See Ehrlich Letter.

30 UU.S., Commission on Civil Rights, Staff Report..
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L | . Tablest

plltrlbutlon ot 82 Legal Services Prohou _
" by the Percent Participation of Persona 65 -F

| cmndar Year 1976 .
- Percentof C||onh ' . o .
uorpldoc . Number of Projects =
K All Projects 02 |
128 B 5
3 - 45 ¢ 18>
5-65" ' 23 .
7-85 18
9 -105 10
1+ 1"

' somc., US Commlulon on cms nghn Suﬂ Ropore on Logal

Services.

65 or over represent legs than one-half of
13.6 percent.

- Other sources have also indicated ﬁhe |

ex13tence of underservice to older persons
"in the legal services prpgram. Thomas
Ehrlich, president of the Legal Services
Corporatxon told the Senate Special Com-
mittee on Agmg In 1976 |
G\\
Although there has been no systemat-
ic analysis of ge caseloads of all legal
services progtams funded by the

Corporation, we have estimates of

caseload statistics from some pros
grams. At the request of this commit-

tee, we recentlfy received estimates of

the number o elderly clients served
from nine progtrams operating in the

31 U.8., Congress, Senate, Spectal Committee on

Aging, Hearing on inz;nm*mg Legal Representa-

tion for Older Americans, 94th Cong., 2d sess.,
\ R

L")
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States of Nebraska, Iowa, and South
Dakota. The estimates of clients over
65 ranged between 5 percent and 20 -
percent. In most of those programs,
. the percentage of elderly clients was -
~ less than the percentage of the eligi-
ble populatlon that is elder]y 31

Legal Research and Services for the
Elderly (LRSE), an arm of the Natlonal'.
Council of Senior Citirens, collected case-
load statistics for a 6-month period cover-
ing late 1976 ‘and early 1977 for lega]
services proJects that were operating in
the Federal regions in Boston, Philadel-
phia, and Atlylta Except for two pro-

jects, the estimates obtained showed wide :

disparities between the percent of eligible

'1976 pt. 4, Thomas Ehrlich, testimony, p. 262

(hereafter cited as Hearing on Impmnng Legal
Represmtatum)




persons’ who are{ 5 or over and the

‘percent +of persons served in that age
_group.32. David Marlin, director of LRSE,
- testified: ' ' S

. . . ..‘

Yssuming that these. . .programs are
fairly representative of Legal Servic-
es Corporation funded projects, these
figures demonstrate that the elderly
{)(x’)r are generally underrepresented

wy legal services programs.
N R
During
and pubﬁo-.h‘euri_ngs, the directors of two

projects indicated that speeial components?
to serve older persons had been instituted-

because these _persons were not being
~gerved adequately.3 When Commission
staff visited the projects, these compo-
nents were financed primarily from sourc-
es other than Corporation funds.

The issue of legal serviees to young

persons also arose during the course of the
study. Most projects for which the’Com-
mission had age data, tabulate such dz’i& |

using the categories 6-15 and 16-21; ¢
under 21, or under 22, instead of 6- 15 and
16-21. It was thus not possible to deter-
mine how many p@iisons under age 19
- were served. Fifty-seven projects for

which data were available use the catego- ,

the Commission’s field stud)j

‘Stefan Rpsenzwelg, a staff a_ttorfneyﬁ E
" with the Youth Law Center in San
" Francisco, indicated _that problems, in

service to young persons exist: -
S r.

I think thei‘e’s been r'eal'_ly a very. -

‘geriaus -underrepresentation of youn
people in legal servi
myself, worked for
Society of Alameda

he Legal Aid

programs. F ) o

unty for about’

7 years, and also \werked for the

‘Center for Law and

ucation, which - -

does backup in the area of education- -

2

.al law for legal services progra

. As a legal services attorney you
rarely see a young person come info
your office. 1 know “in my own
experience over & number of years in

neighborhood work,~1 only saw a

“._ couple of> kids and usually they in-
* volved school suspension cases.
B . C . _}

Occasionally a young person will
come in concerned about an emanci-
pation, but unltke the old, there are
~.very;ivery few programs that special-
. ize in young people law. There are a
" number of very, very serious lacks of
~ representation in legal services pro-
grams.3¢ - :

 Several reasons were offered to explain.

Fes 6-15 and 16-21, Most of these projects § the small number of young persons

report clients 6-15 as a relatively small

percent of all clients served.3®

32« fHearings on H.R. 8719, David Marlin, testimo-
ny, pp. 181-3. Mr. Marlin acknowledged that not
all legal services projects funded in the regions
were included, but (_)nfy those from whom caseload

. gqtatistics had been obtained. He added that the

atatistics reported are estimates submitted by the
local pr’ojccts themselves, p. 183.
33 Ihid., p. 183, '

1 Greg Dallaire, director, Evergreen Legal Ser-

_(hereafter cited as Dallaire

served. Parents may represent. the inter-

“ests of their children and the parents will -

vices, interview in §eattle, Wash., May 4-5, 1977
futerview);, Edward
Beis, director, Cook County Legal Assistance
Foundation, interview in Chicago, [ll., May 24,
1977 (hereafter pited as Beis Interview). '

“a» U.S., Commission on Civil Rights, Staff Repor, -

36 Rosenzweig Tellimony, San Francisco Hearing,
p.201. '
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be reported a8 the cllents Chlldren and
their parents, however may have adverse .
~intergsts. Peter Siegely Executive Director ="
~of Lbgal Services of Greater Miami,-

~ explained why chlldren may not be repre-
- sented in such cases:

\ - . |

| [W]here children aremvoivedwcusto-
dy termination proceedings, abandon-
‘ment proceedmgs, and ,the
cause i the mechanics of the way
that colingel are obtained, we tend to
‘end up representin the parents,
rather than the children, Whether
there is a divergence of interest--
well, thepe is from time to time, Since
the courts have not yet come around
to the notion that children have a
right to counsel when' caught wp in

the process, other than when it is

more or less of & criminal nature; the
people we get in our office are the

parents, \
) \

That reflects in our statistics, and it
reflects, in actualigy, in the Pepreqen-
tation. . .once we have. . .the par-
ents in the office-~because of* the
confhct of interest rules--we cahnot

oxtlmon), Hearing Before r}w'

. I tor \logul

ot l Y Commission on CirN Rights, Miami, F'IQ)Y‘H
" Aug. 22.23, 1977, vol. 1, p. lb8(her0after cited ad

Miami He “aring ).

% LeRoy Cordova, testimony, Hmmnq Bpfore the

United States Commission on Ciril Rights, Dexver,

* Coloradn, July28-29-1977, vol. I, p. 140 (hereafter

cited as Denver vamq ). The 1974 act provided

that
No funds made available by the_ Corpora-
tion. . .may be used. . .(4) to provxdc legal
assistance. .
less than eighteen years of age, except (A)
with tho written request of one of such
person’s parents or guardians, (B) upon the
' request of a.court of competensy jurisdictjon,
(C) in child abuse cases, custody proceedings,

" like—be- -

to any unemancnpated person of

dren 87

legal assistance to juveniles.38 The Ptesl—
dent of the Legal Services Corporation
told the Commission, however, -that the

statutory restnctwn on representmg Ju-.

“veniles -

¢

does not; appear to have had m

substantjal adverse affect on the )
number of juvenile cases handled by
the legal services programs, but its
complexity may have created eonfu-

- sion in sqme local offloes and may
-have-diseouraged them in particular

‘cases from undertaking representa-

tlon of juveniley. 39

{\

Oulredch Actlvtﬂoa" ]

.» The absence of a<r; ongoing and system-
atic outreach program was identified as a
major cause for . undgrservice to older
persons. The importanc®ef outreach as a

persons in need of supertision (PINS) procetxi:

ings, or cases involving the initiation, continu-
ation, or conditions o mstxtutlonahzatl()n or

(D) where necessary for the protectlon of such .

\persons for the purpose of securing, qr
preventing the loss of benefits, or securing or
preventing the loss or imposition of, services

~under law in cases not involving the child's -

. parent or guardian as a defendent or res
dent. 42 U S. C 52996f(b)(4 (Supp V. 1 75)

"I‘he restrictions on representatlon of _]uvemles
wére repealed by the Legal Services Corporation

- Act Amendments of 1977, Pab. L. No. 95-222, §10,

91 Stat. 1619.
3 Ehrlich Statement, Washmgt(m DC ‘Hearing,
vol. II. -

L4 i

very well be representmg the -chll-' ‘

| ‘LeRoy Cordova, Dlrector of Colorado
Rural Legal Servwes, attributed underre- .
L presentatlop of young persons in’ part to
. the statutory restrictions on providing

//
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. means of reaching older pérsons has been "
~ uaderscored by many people working i
‘the {ields of fegal services and aging.

B 4

VWh\é'n:. C()r;mtion Pt_‘ésideht Eh.rlich
informed the Senate Spectal Committee

tained .from nine legal services programs
operaiing in Nebraska, Iowa, and South
Dakofg; the percentage of older clients in

most of ‘the programs.was less than the

percentaga of the older eligible popula-
tion, he also sufrested an explanation for
the disparities:

‘
The program ‘directors believe that
this is due mainly to the transporta-
tion difficulties that poor elderly
. people have, especially in rural areas.

Con Aging that, based on estimates ob--

rd

In addition, they stated that sqme

elderly persons are less aware of the

fact that legal services are available
- to them and do not understand how
the programs can be helpful. The
programs in those states that served a
relatively hjgh proportion of elderly
clfents were ones that are able to and

do engage in aggressive outreach .

' : . A
efforts, such as making presentations

in senior citizens centers and nursing
homes.

Mr. .Ehrlich told the Commission that
their relative lack of mobility cr(}ates
specidl problems in providing legal servic-
¢s to older persons and to jdyeniles: -

10 Hearing on Improving Leqal Representation,
Thomas Ehrlich, téstimony, p. 262.
11 Bhrlich Statement, Washington, D.C. Hearing,

*vél. I Mr: Ehrlich has also ppinted out to the

Commission that other jpopulation groups k‘ave

probleXgs in obtaining access to legal services

*
» )

R

-, o e :
..
.

S

tial to intreasing services' to the

+ alge be directed toward assisting
rural programs to develop the best

. podSible means of overcoming' the .
lack of -

., barriers of distance a
~transportdtion that adversely affect
vall o

the elderly and juveniles.4!

+

A. C.- Wharton, of the Memphis and
Shelby County Legal Services program in
Tennessee, drawing on the experiences of
his program, reaffirmed the importance of -
outreach in serving older persons. He
indicated that witheut special outreach
efforts many legal problems confronted
by older persons in hig area would have

. continugd unresolved. He said that 59
percent of the older persons served by
‘that program had beer assi?wd at loca-

tions other than the central office. During
a 6-month period, legal services attorneys

seryed approximately 60 percent of the
(\il/{;dclients in their own homes. Mr.

arton indicated * that this procedure
was instituted because many of the older’
persons had a handicap or had problems
obtaining transportion that limited their
mobility and thus their access to legal
assistance.4? N

David Marlin, director of Legal Re-
search and Services for the Elderly, in
describing his report on client information

‘obtained for 28 legal 'services projects, .-

similar to those of older persons and juveniles,;

including migrants, persons with limited- English- |

speaking ability, the physically handicapped, and
Nalive Americans. Ehrlich Letter. o

12 Hearing on Improving Legal presentation, A.
C. Wharton, testimony, pp. 266--67. s

»
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" Fhese [0utreach] activities aré essen-

the rural poor, but especially

RO

.. elderly and Jjuveniles. In the next. .=
.+ several years considerable energy will

P
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vexplamed that the 2 programs reportmg :

high percentages’ of older clients had

_ 8pecial_units “to do. outredch and focus.on ... .
- the needs of the e]derly poor 143

Information obtained thmugh the Com- -

mission’s field study-.and public* hearings

.. supports the contention that the lack of

adequate and appropriate outreach ef-
forts—outreach which takes into account

problems of mobility, lack of information
on the avallablhty of the programs, the

failure to recognize problems as “legal,”
. and perception of the service as charity —
~operates as a barrier, particularly to older
persons’ obtaining legal services. LeRoy
Cordova described the situation to the
(‘ommlsqlon in the followmg way:

I thmk that it can be. said it is

difficult to.serve the senior popula-
tion in a metro
would maintain, ‘even more difficult
to serve the senior population in rural
Colorado where mobility or lack of
maobility of that age group is even
more detrimental because they aren'’t
receiving any kmd of services includ-
ing legal services. We hate not had
the staff or the resources to outreacht

W Hearings on H.R. 3’71') Marlin Testimony, p.
183.
R Cordma’[’mhmony Denver Hearing, p. 142,
% David Lander, ditector, Legtl Aid Society of
the City and County of St. Louis, interview in St.
Louis, Mo, Apr. 4, 1977(he after oxtod as Lander
_ lnter‘\-'iew), and Dallaire Interview.,
© 4 Paul Agid, director, Elderly Pr:ojcct, Evergreen

Legal Services, intebview in Seattle, Wash., May 4-

47 Lander [Interview; Dallaire Interview; Agid
Interview;Leo I)Lll(&t& acting director, Pine Tree
Legal Asdistance Foundation, interview. in Port-
Jand, Me,, May 18, 1977 (hercafter cited as Delicata
Anterview); Barry Powell, director, Central Missis-
sippi Legal Services, interview in Jaekson, Miss,,
Apr. 26, 1977 (hereafter cited as Powell Inter-

1977 (her7f10r cited as Agid Interview).
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" in most _-oflbu"x" areaaothez' than some

litan area. It is, 1

- tance Foundation of Chi
go, 111, May 28, 1977 (hereafter cited a8 Roodman

-:‘-.r-;.:.', SRR S
AN - T RO Tk 8 S B L AL RO
FI .-.._.<~. - T T S T

. . . .

. very occasional contacts with senior

citizen
lack o~
outreach tombined with a lower mo-

~ bility in the age group, especially that

60 and over, combines to make our

" services probably less available to the -
older age group than they would bets .

Degplte the reoog'nwad need for efforts '
to reach persons in underserved age
groups, only two of the seven projects
visited during the field study had regular
planned outreach programs.*5 In one of -
these, outreach efforts were carried out
by a special component for dlder persons
funded largely wnth non- Corporatlon'
funds.46

All projects Were ta'.ki\ng-somé, though

. unsystematic and often sporadic, mea-

sures to inform or educate eligible persons

about the availahility and use of legal

services and to ameliorate some of their
transportation problems 47 Five projects
used referral organizations, five used
pamphlets, three used posters, and four

view); Edward Beis, dlrecwr Cook County’ Legal

Assistance Foundation, interview in Chicago, Ill.,

May 24, 1977 (hereafter cited as Beis Intervtew),
Frank Chnstla.n director, Bexar County Legal Aid
Association, interview in San Anton ,'Pexas Apr.
29, 1977 (hereafter cited as Chui Interview);
Sheldon Roodman, exegutive director, Legal Assis-
interview in Chica-

Intervnew) Joel Stein, Supervising Attorney,’

“Uptown Neighborhood: Offloe Legal Assistgnce

Foundation,. interview in Chlcago, I, May 28,
1977 (hereafter cited as Stein Intemew) and Joel
Seidman, Supervisory Attorney, Evanston Office,
Cook Cotmty Legal Asslst,ance-Foundation, inter-
view in Evanston, Ill.,"May 24, 1977 (hereafter
cited as Seidman Intervnew)

1

. - .
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rs, so 1 think that our =
staff and resources on - -
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to provide informa-

tion.*® Three projects distributed manuals

on substfintive issues and six visitedor
otherwise worked with community
groups.* Each visited shut-in clients 4n
their homes.® Some projects had devel-
oped innovative methods of reaching the
eligible p()pulutl(m Two provided training
1o social service ageney staffs to identify
legeal problems.®? One project had “outpost
of fices,” another “circuit-rode” to social
services agencies, and a third allowed
interviews over the telephone.®”

If these outreach efforts are represen-
tative of fhv efforts undertaken by all
legral services projects, three reasons ex-
plain why such efforts have not solved the

problem of underservice to persons 656 or,

older.
First, the outreach efforts, though
varied, were only extensive in the two

projeets with formal outreach programs.
For example, one projeet director stated
that staff were sent to visit shut-ins only 1
day a month.5? Another director dishked
“sending staff out for this purpose.®t One

i Referral Orgdnizations: Delicata Interview;
Reis Interview: Lander Interview; Roodman In-
terview; and \gul Interview. l’xmphl(m Christian
Interview: Delicata Interview; Beis Interview;
Lander Interview; and Agid Interview. Posters:
Lander Interview; Christian Interview;  Agid
Interview. Newspapers: Beis Interview; Lander
CInterview; Roodman Interview: and Agid Inter-
VIOW, . ‘

i M(lmmlx Delicata Interview; Roodman Inter-
view: and Kathy O'Blennig, staff attorney , Klderly
Unit, Legal Aid Soctety of the City and ¢ ount\ of
St. I,ouw interview in St. Louis, Moy, Apr. 4, 1977

(hereafter cited as O'Blennis Interview). Commu- -

nity Groups:  Lander Interview: Delicata Inter-
view: Dallaire Interview: Agid Interview: Chris-
tian Interview; Roodman Interview: B(N Inter-
view, '
50 Deljeata Interview;

‘e T .
Christian Intm'\'ww; Powell

.

project paid for transportation, if necés-
sary, but did not advertise this service.

Staff of one project visited nursing homes

for 5 months but said that they dquontm—
ued the practice ‘when requests for ass1s-
tance hegan coming from previously
served clients.™® One director did “not
comnsider speaking to community groups to
he a good use of time.®” Anothér director
would not seek out g'roupq to address but
would respond only upon request.® One
project visited social service agencies, but
only 1 day a month.®®

the use of mass media was

Scti(md,
limited, although when employed, it

proved very effective. A senior citizens
component of one prmect conducted a.
formal outreach campalgn using a4 wi

variety of means. The campaign was 80 -
successful that outreach efforts had to be
severely curtailed. Elghtv-ﬁve percent of

the increase in chents was due to one

technique--public service television an-
nouncements.50 Another project director
appeared on a television talk show; the

Interview; Stein Interview; O’ Blonm~ Intor\w
Seidman Interview; Agid Interview

st ()'Blennis Interwiew; Beis Inte rvww;
lntcr\ Iew.

2 Qutpost offices: Beis Interview. Cireuit Rldmg
I)ulwutn Interview. Telephone Interview: Beis
Interview.

53 Seidman Interview,

n Powell Interview,

5 Rlizabeth Levine, director, Clayton Neighbor-
hood- Office, Legal Aid Society” of the City,. and
County of St. Louis, interview in St. Louis, Mo.,
Apr. 4, 1977..

o6 Seidman Interview

57 Roodmran Interview

o Christian Interview.

59 Delieata Interview
50 Agid Interview,

\ ' 111
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| prmect received 150 calls the neg(t day
from persons requesting service.b! A third
- project- qtopped public service announce-

ments on radio because too many people
were re%pondmg 62

Thlrd, except for senior citizen compo-
nents, few efforts to inform and educate
eligible persons were targeted to older
persons or other underserved age groups.
The nursing home effort was mentioned
above. Two project difectors mentioned
that schools had been visited,8% ard one
director mentioned contact with nutrition
sites fdnded under Title VII of the Older
Amerieans Aqt (which "serve, primarily,
persons aged 60 or over).s4 One project
hired a social worker, whose duties includ-
ed working with social service agencies
that served older persons, chlldre n, and

w)uth 65 - L

staff spoke
reach. Jon Nigholls, director of Metropoli-
tan Denver Legal Services, @attributed a
rise in clients aged 60 or over from 6

Few indi{'t’:tls with whom Commission

percent to 14 percent of the caseload in his

program to an “ingreased sensitivity. on

“our part to the needs of older adults and

the effort. . .to put together an outreach
efforts for thesé clients.”’8¢ Some directors

of legal services projects, when asked why

they had no formal outreach programs,,

“regponded that limited resources prevent-

ed such efforts. They said that expanding

resources for-outreach would mean cut-

ting back on direct servicesi, and a project
te

51 Roodman Interview
82 Powell Interview

84 Delicata Internw (‘hmtmn Intornow

81 Christian lntorwev&
85 Ihid.

"% Nicholls Feqtm}om Dener Hearing, p. 141,

A
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oubted the efficagy of out-,

o S
]

could not handle all the chents who would
apply if outreach efforts were successful.

Hiram-Smith, director of the San Francis-
co Neighbor hood. Legal Assistance Foun-

dation, testified, “The problem ig. . .when
you take care of those who come through

the door you've pretty mucki used yourself
] up ”67

Lack of outreach was in some instances

a means to control the number of persons
applying for service. Two project directors
maintained that they did not have .more
.applicants then they could serve, but

conceded that the projects were not

_meeting all of the needs of the ehg'lble

population.8s

hd A}

Joaquin Celaya, with the Legal Services ,

Corporation in San Francisco, testified:

The area of outreach 1s an area that

we're particularly concerned with.
It’s fair to q;ay that there’s been a lack
of outreach. -

Then, when you do outreach. . .the

work - has - just begun, because the
product of that outreach. . .is
that. . .more people will be aware of
what lega] service can do for them,
and you have additional pdople need-

ing services aware of. what these

rights are 69
| ¢ |
Corporation. President Ehrlich corrobo-
rated the justifications offered by pro-

61 %mlth Testimony, W anmw Hearing, p.
217,
88 Beis Interviews Christian Interview,

4
-9 Joaqum Cclaya testimony, San Francisco

Hearing, p. 211.

Ay 1 -,‘\7
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reathefforts: -

When legal services. offices are al-

» ready besieged with many nlore re-
quests for service than they can meet,

~ their failure to expand the time and
‘money necessary to reach out to.other
-parts of the community is an under-
standable response to totally inade-
quate funding conditions.”®

~

He added that with rising budgets for
- existing legal services projects and the
establishment of new projects, he expect-
~ed that “substantial outreach efforts into
~ all segments’ of the poverty community
will be made.””t During the field study,
‘however, Commission staff learned that
expanding or instituting outreach efforts
“would appatently have a low priority in
the event of increased funds. :

One project director.asserted that if his
program received increased funds, he

would increase staff salaries, raise the -

financial eligibility criteria, and expand
services to presently unserved rural ar-
eas.”? A second director stated that any
budget rise would be “eaten up” by salary
increases.” In addition, there was pres-

sure from the city administration to raise

th eligibility |

older _\pers'ons, ven without increasing
budgets, was Minderscored by Edward
King, directjfig attorney of the Washing-

10 Ehrlich Statement, Washington, D.C. Hearing,
vol. I1. :

W Ibid. _ .

2 Christian Interview\_

gram administrators for not takmg out- .

for outreach to reach "

ton 6f_fid'e of the National Sénidf Citizqna‘ _ :

Law Center:

1 bélievé‘ very 's_tiOany' tha'.t_' emph'asis -
[in reference to older persons] needs

fo be increased in the area of out~ . -
reach or there will be this continuing

disparity until we have a perfect
situation where all programs have the
funds they are entitled to, or that
they need to do an absolutely compre-
hensive job.7® o .

All outreach activities will require some
expenditure of funds; some efforts, how-
ever, can be made without a substantial
commitment of resources. Arturo Lucero,
deputy director of the Legal Services

" Corporation office in Denver, acknowl-
- edged thjs and the problem of insufficient

outreach to older persons by quoting from
a letter from the president of the Legal
Services Corporation to all program direc-
tors: The letter announced the signing of a
statement of understanding between the
Administration on Aging of the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare,
and the Corporation:

.. .With limited resources legal ser:
vices  programs are able to provide
only limited access for all of ‘the poor,
incﬁlding. the elderly. As more funds -
became available, however, it is és-
sential that all of us become sensitive
to these special problems associated
~ with delivering services, to the elder-
ly, We know that older persons with
~ legal problems do not always find

their way to some legal services =

73 Dallaire Interview.
4 Agid Interview. a ,
s ‘Edward King, testimony, Washington, D.C.

. Hearing, p. 159.
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offices -and man
even recognize t

of them may - not
t they have legal

problems for which they can obtain:
rograms are not

elp. . . .Where
reachmg the elderly poor, and where

these special efforts (outreach, spe.
cialized staffing, etc.) are not alre (fdy

R underway, aggressive steps shoul
taken.

The statement of understanding em-
. phasizes certain activities that can
occur now without substantial addi-
tional resources, including outreach
and community education in senior

citizen centers, nutrition sites, elderly

housing projects, nursihg'homes, and

other places where elderly poor live

~ and congregate.’

. Other efforts .can be made.

vision have Ween shown to be effective.
Greater coordination with social service
agencies may increase the number of older
‘and younger clients. Such coordination
should include taking advantage of the
outreach, education, and transportation
resources- of the network of State and

area agencies on aging established under -
the Older Americans Act, as suggested in-

the statement of understandin_g between
the Corporation .and the Administration
- on Aging.?” Training social service person-
nel to recognize legal problems of older
persons may effect an increase in refer-
rals. ‘Finally, projects can seek outside
funding to suppoxt outreach activities.

One legal services project received a -

8 Arturo Lucero, testimony, Denver Hearing, pp.
144-45 (quoting from Thomas Ehrlich, letter to all
project dirbetors).

7 Statement of Understanding between the Ad-
ministration on Aging of the Department of

114

Public”
service announcements on radio and tele-

L._‘

Comprehenswe Emp]oyment and Trammg'
Act grant to operate a “hotline” and a

“United Way grant to train outreach

workers.?8

lelted resources prevent any group
from receiving adequate legal services.

. Under present funding levels all eligible

persons cannof®e served. But if outreach -
efforts are not made, certain age groups

- will continue to bear a disproportionate
burden of limited resources. As stated by
Edward King:

. .the absence of adequate funds to

" perform all the services that are
immediately demanded of programs
at the present time falls more heavily

upon the aged than any other group
because of their special problems.of
mobility. . .and the aged, by and

‘large, do not recognize their rights
are being violated and tefid to trust
the kinds of institutions that have
such great force upon their lives at :
that stage LCA :

Since all eligible persons cannot pres-
ently be served, outreach efforts are
inexorably tied to the need to set priori-
ties. One problem uncovered in the field
study is that some projects base service
priorities pnmanly on staff input; staff
pergeptions are in turn based on problems
exhibited by walk-in clients. One project
director said that “priorities have been
pretty much based dn the need that we've
perceived in the number of complaints, of
Health, Education, and Welfare and the Legal

Services Corporation, p. 2.
% Lander Interview. -

- ™ King Testimony, Washington, D.C. Hearing, p.

159,

) a



consultations and referrals.’
that come from clients.”’80 Use of this
method may mean that the needs of those
clients who do not walk in unsolicited are
not a%qeqqed and several admmmtrawm
said that it is recognized that older
~ persons will not simply “walk through the
door.”’8!

- Rellance on Alternatlve Funding
Sources

Various other Federal programg serve
as a source of funds for legal services.
Such sourees include Title TIT of the Older
Americans Act,®2 Title XX of the Social
Security Act,®? general revenue shagng, 34
and community development block
- grants.®® Of the 14 projects visited by the
Commission durmg fiecld work and the
public hearings, 6 ‘were receiving funds
through one or more of these Federal
programs.f In each ease, the project had

used all or part of the funds to set up a

component to serve older persons.

In one project, all clients aged 60 or
over were referred to the “senior citizens”
component, which received negligible Cor-
poration resources.®7 Resources made
availablo to the lawyers providing %Orviceq

x0 Smith Io«ztlmom, San. Franciseo Hearing, p.
200

®1 Robert Johnson, deputy regional director, Legal
Services Corporation, interview in Chicago, 11,
May 25, 1977; Rita Geier, regional office, Legal
Sem(‘oq Corporation, interview in Seattle, Wash,,
May 5, 1977; Nicholls Testimony, Denver f{((IIIIIJ,
p. 141;, Cordova Testimony, Denver Heariig, p.
142; Smith Testimony, San Francisco Hearing, pp.
216 17. This problem has been addressed to some
extent by the Legal Services Corporation Amend-
ments of 1977, Section 3(b), cited above.
%2 42 U.S.C. §§3021- 3029 (Supp. V 1975).
51 42U, S( §81397-1397f (Supp. V 1975).
81 31 U.S.C. §1221 1228, 1241 1243,
(Supp. V 1975).

for service

1261 1264

to older persons consisted primarily of use
of the library, furniture, oopying' machine, -

. and the services of the project’s reception-

ist.88 The effect of the special grant may
have been that fewer older persons were -
served with Corporation funds. In a

~ second case, the project director apparent-

ly believed that- receipt of the special
grant lessened the project’s responsibility |
to increase the number of older persons

- served with Corporation funds.®®

Even when a special grant has the
effect of increasing the proportion of
(Corporation resources spent on older
people, there is an issue of the magnitude
of increase. One project that Commission
staff visited contributed approximately 8 .

percent of its Corporation funds to its

special component for older persons that
was funded primarily from another
source. Au,ordmg to the director of the
older pu'qom unit, it was the policy of the
legal services project to refer all older’
clients to this component.® Perhaps the 8
pereent contribution represents a greater
proportion of Corporation funds for older

‘persons than was expended before the

advent of the special outside grant, but it -
still repre%nts a minimal amount.

o 42 U.S.C. §85301- 5317 (Supp. V 1975).

# Lander Interview; Dallaire Interview; Beis
Interview; Ann Crisp, directing attorney, Senior
Advocates of San Mateo County, Testimony, San
Francisco Hearing, p. 207; Nicholls Testimony,
Denver Hearing, pp. 139-40; Siegal Testimony,
Miami Hearing, p. 166.. o

87 Jean Ann Crisp, directing attorney, Senior
Advocates of San Mateo County, and Peter Reid,
director, I,eg'al Aid Society of San Mateo County,
interview in Redwood City, Calif,, June 5, 1977,

88 (risp Testimony, San Francisco Hea-ring, P
213.

* Beis Interview

% Agid Interview. .

N

~
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Each of .th'ese chses 1ﬁd1cé.tes T reliance

- qn an alternative funding source to solvea - |
problem of underservice to older persons-- - -

An a Corporatjon-funded pmJect Special
grants served less to stimulatq the expen-

diture of Corporation funds than to

substitute for them.

~ Only two projects were using their
- gpecial grants with the intent.of increas-

ing the number of older persons served

with Corporation funds.®! The director of
~one such project, Jon Nicholls of the Legal
Aid Society of Metropolitan Denver, when

asked whether all clients over age 60 were

referred to the senior citizens law center,
replied: -

4

' Nd,.théy' are not. At one time in the

project’s history there was an at- -

témpt‘to do that, but we found

91 bander Intervtew Nlchollq Testimony, Denver
He(mng p. 141.

42

oumelves w1thout sufficient funds 0 i
man & project which could serve all of .

-those particular, needs, so the history

less direct service and more and more

attempts to get the ordinary channels |

of legal services opened up to thls
partlcular chentele 02 \

v

Two problems result fro,m the kind of

situations .identified: (1) legal services .
_projects may reduce or fail to increase
their commitmeht of Corporation support
. to the legal problems of older persons; and

(2) except .for Title III of the Older
Americans Act, and-unless the. action dan-
be justified as affirmative action, using
general population-based funds exclusnve—'

ly for one age group creates an anomalous =

situation insofar as other age g‘roups are
conoerned o : . ‘

02 Nicholls Testimony,' Denver Hearing, pp. 1415 |

g
o {3
k.

[ 4
.~
-

‘of our project has been one of lessand - -




‘Chapter 4

Comprehenslve Employment and Tralnlng Act

Progra

.The Comprehenswe Employment and Trammg Act was enaoted
into law in December 1978.! The purpose of the act is to establisha - -
~ decentralized system of Federal, State, and local programs to - -
provide{ job training and employment opportunities for = -

- persons while assuring that such services lead to maximum - -

‘Program administrators often narrowly interpret thelgoals of the -
programs: they consider their training programs to for youth
and their public service emp]oyment programs to be for persons =

ms

economically dlsadvantaged unemployed and underemployed;_

emp]oyment opportumtles and enhance self-sufflclency 2

The Commnssmns review of the training and public service

employment programs authorized under Titles I, II, and VI of the o

act revealed discrimination on the basis of age in several areas.

they beHeve ‘are in the “employable” age range—22 to 44, Ip

addition, agencies administering the programs limit ‘participation -
of some age groups so their program will be considered successful .

- when measured against the Department of Labor’s performance

standards. Persons who are difficult to place in .the private or .
public employment markets because of age discriminatidbn in
employment or mandatory retirement policies are screened out of L

the programs, as are persons who are not considered °

effective” to trajnor employ. Low participation by certain age
groups also appears to result from limited outreach, the use of
contractors that had operated previous manpower programs and
continue to serve the same age gruops, and, in some cases, the use

fcl%%) ?%"’LVQNE "RogReh 8 T "tco% £y 2 29U.S.C. 4801 (Supp. V 1975)

at 29 U.S.C.

© 1974,1976, and 1977)3

§8801-992 (Supp v 1975) (mended '

of agencies to provide training that plaoe age limitations on

1nr
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partlclpatlon in thelr prog'rams or on Oertam types of tl‘ainmgm =

thhm their prog'rams

| Fmally, many of those admmlstermg the trammg and publlc -
“servioe employment ‘programs -cite the ‘existence of an age
| ~categorical program foy older workers ‘to justify fimiting the -
- ¥ p‘artlclpatlon of such persons in training or jobs provnded under thé |
) K Comprehenswe Employment and Trammg Act

~

Program ‘Description

The Comprehenswe Employment gnd
Trammg Act (CETA) was enacted into

law in December 1978.2 When the Com-_

mission initiated its review of programs

‘under the act, five of its then seven titlest

L authorized the provision of funds to States

and units of local general government,
among others, to establish training, public
service employment and other manpower
services program and activities.5

“Title I bf the act, Comprehens'ive Man-

power Services, makes funds avallable fot

" the provision of training, education, and

other seryites to enable economically
dlsadvantaﬁed persons to secure and

‘retain employment, gt their maximum

capacity.6 Title II, Public Employment
Programs, makes funds available to pro-
vide unemployed and underemployed per-

sons with transitional employment in jobs

3 In August 1977, the act wis amended by the

Youth Employment and Demonstration Projects -

Act of 1977, Pub. L. No. 95-98, 91 Stat. 627 (1977)

- which, among other things, added a new Title VIII

to the act'entitled the “Young Adult Conservation
Corps.”

+ Comprehensive Employment and Trammg Act

of 1973, Pub. L. No. 93-208, 87 Stat. 389 [codified

at 29 US.C. §§801 992 (Supp v 1975) (amended

. 1974, 1976, and 1977)]. e
' i

118

prov1d1ng needed publlc serv1oes in areas

qualifying for assistanee and, where feasi-

ble, related training and manpower servic- -
€8, with the objective of moving such
persons into training of employment not

‘financed under CETA." Title III, Special

Federal Responsibilities, authorizes funds
to support, among other things, additional
manpower services to special' target
groups including youth, persons of limited

. English-speaking ability, older Wworkers,

offenders, and manpower programs for
Indians, migrants, and seasonal farm-
worl(ers8 -

T1tle IV, the Job Corps, authomzes the
establishment of residential ‘and nonresi-
dential centers to enable low-income,
disadvantaged young persons to partici-
pate in intensive programs of education,
5 29 U.S.C. §§801-992 (Supp. V 1975).

8 29 U.S.C..§§881-822 (Supp. V 1975).

729 US.C. §3841-851 (Supp. V 1975).

8 29 U.S.C. §§871-885 (Supp. V.1975). The Youth
Employment and Demonstration Projects Act of
1977, Pub. L. No. 95-98, $201, 91 Stat. 627 (1977)
amended Title III of the Comprehensive Employ-
mént and Training Act by providing for a new

' “Youth Employment Demonstratlon Programs

” _ .,




vocational training, work experience,

counseling, and other activities.® Title VI,
Emergency Job Programs, authorizes
funds for transitional public service em-
ployment, traiming, and refated manpower
services for unemployed and underem-

ployed persons so they can obtain jobs not .

supported by CETA. 10

The Commission’s age discrimination
study confined its review of CETA pro-
grams to those authorized under Title I,
Title 1I, and Title VI.1' Whereas Title 1
uses the term “prime sponsor,” Titles 11
and VI employ the term “eligible appli-
cant” to denominate those who are princi-
pally eligible to receive Federal grants. To
facilitate reading, “prime sponsor” will be
used throughout this chapter, despite the
fact that it is not used in the law
interchangeably with “eligible applicant.”

, Funds provided under Title | may be

used to support a wide range of employ-
ment artd training services, including the
following: outrédch to make persons
aware of the availability of the services
and persuade them. to use the services;
orientation, counseling, education, and
institutional skill training to prepare the

in‘dividual for entry into the labor market

e e e e e

v 29 U.8.C. §8911- 929( upp. \ 1975).

020 US.C. §§961 966 (Supp. V 1975) and 29
U.S.C.A. §8961-969 (West Supp. 1977). Title VI
had been added to the Comprehensive Employ-
ment and Training Act by the Emergency Jobs
and anmplm ment Assistance Act of 1974, Pub.
L. No. 93-567, 88 Stat. 1845 [(odlflcd in §§%l 966
and scattered sections of 20 U.S.C. (Supp. V 1975)).
Title VI was reauthorized and amendcd in October
1976 by the Emergency Jobs Programs Extension
Act of 197(), Pub. L. No. 94 444, 90 Stat. 1476

[codified in scattered sections ()f 20 US.C.A. (West

Supp. 1977)].

1t The Commission reviewed tho programs autho- - -
rized wmtler these titles in light of the statutory,

or to quahfy for more productwe J()b -

opportunities; on-the-job. training; pay- .
ments to public or private employers to

induce them to expand job oppertunities;

payments to - persons to enable them to

support themselves in training; and other

services such as health care or child day
care to enable individuals to take advan-
Yage of employment opportunities.'2.Title:
I funds may also support tramxtnonul
public serviee employment, programs, but
relatively little funting has been used in

~this way. Funds have been concentrated
on training.'*

Financial assistance under Title 1 is
available to “prime sponsors,” which me-
ans: States, units of general local govern-
ment having a population of 100,000 or
more, any consortia of units of- general_
local government that include a unit with
a pop on of 100,000 or more, any upit
or. combination of units of general local
government that have been determined by
the Secretary of Labor to sérve a substan-
tial portion of an area with a high level of
unemployment and to be capable of
carrying out the programs as effectively
as the State, or a limited number of
existing concentrated employment pro-
regulatory, and administrative requirements in
force from July 26,1976, through July 1977. Since
that time the act has been amended twice and the

regulations, numerous times. (The most up-to-date
compilation of the Federal regulations ecan be

found at 42 Fed. Reg. 56, 726-83 (1977)). As a

result, some program requirementg have changed.

Any qngmﬁcunt changes relevant to the stydy are
indicated in footnotes.

229 U.S.C. §811 (Supp. V 1975).

13 U.S., Department of Labor, and De ent of
Health, Education, and Welfare, Emp ent and.

Training Report of the Pm"nderﬂ (1977), pp., 4546 >
(hereafter cited as Emplm/ment and Training

R{pmt 1977).
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gram grantem Lhat moot wrtam specnf wd'

conditioms.'+ A State may qualify as a
prime sponsor for anearea within the
jurisdiction of a non-State, eligibh prime
sponsor only when that eligible prime
sponsor has not submitted an approvable
‘comprehensive manpower plan for its
areg,'™ or has its plan terminated in whole
or in part by the Seeretary,!$ or consents
to be served by the State.!” State prime

sponsors are 'comm()nly referred to as

“balance-of-State” prime gponsors, mean-
ing that they are rosponslb{

- within the State’s jurisdiction that is not
covered by a plan of another prime
- sponsor. ¥ |

The Department of Labor’s Regional
Administrator determines whether. a
" prime sponsor applicant is eligible to be
designated as a prime sponsor.1¥ To obtain
such “consideration, cach prime sponsor
applicant must submit to the Regional
. Administragor a preapplication that meets
certain requirements specified by the
. Department.20 -

After being designated as eligible to
receive Mtle 1 funds, a prlmq_\pomor
must submit an-application for funds to
the Regional Administrator.2! The appli-
cation must provide, among other things,
for a comprehensive manpower plan.2?
Among the items that must be set forth in
theﬂﬂan'zwé the following: (1) the pro-

129 US.C §812(u) 1)-(5) (Supp. V 1975). See ulso
29 (C.F.R. §95.3 (1976) (effective July 26, 1976) for
the Dvpmtm(m of Labor's further inte rpromtmn
of the statutory provisions,
29 11.8.C. §81&(h) (1) (Supp. V 1975).
M29 CF.R. §95.3(c) (1976) ( (ff((mc July 26,
1‘)1())

P29 US.C §81&(()(2 (Supp. V 197"))
20 CF R O§94.4(r) (1976) (effective. July Zb
1476).
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e for that area

grapmn obJectwes and need for assxstance
including a descriptidbn of the geographic
area to be served and its economic condi-

tion, a deseription of the labor force tobe

scrvul an assessment of job opportunities

_in the area, and ‘a description of the

population groups on significant segments

that are most in need of service; (2) the

regults and -beneflts' expected from the
program, including a statement of client
training and occupational goals and objec-
tives; (3) the approach to be followed for
implementing the program, inc uding. a
description of the services and activities to
be provided and an explanation of the
methods and criteria for selecting service
deliverers; (4) a description of the linkages
with other programs providing manpower
and related supportive services within the
area; and (5)" a description of the prime
sponsor’s program planning, icluding the
partncnpatlon of commumty -based organi-
zations and groups in the program plan 23
A prime sponsor must also include in the
plan the projected level of employment,
the number of participants expected to be
served by each program activity, and the
significant segments of the population
and the number of persons of each
scgment who will be served.2¢ (“Signifi-
cant” segments means those groups of
people characterized, if appropriate, by
race or ethnicity, sex, age, occupational or
veteran status, or other descriptive cate-
gories that cause them generally to expe-

19 29 C.F.R. §95.12 (1976) (effective July 26, 1976).

-2 29 C.F.R. §95.11 (1976) (effective July 26, 1976).

229 CF.
1976).

R. §95.16(ay(1976) (effective July 26,

C2 29 CF.R. §95.14(a) and (bY2) (1976) (effective

July 26, 197%). (
2 29 C.F.R. §95.14 (bU2XINA)-{C) (1976) (effective
July 26, 1976).

2 24 (‘ F.R. 39’) 14(bX2X1i) (1976) (effectlvo July

26, 1976).



‘rience unusual difficulty in' obtaining
employment and who are most in need of

_ services provided under the act.) ,

A prime sponsor who intends to use any
Title I funds for transitional public$ervice
employment programs ‘mus} carry out
such programs in keeping with certain
provisions of Title IT.26 -

* wAthout a Job who want and are avallab]e “
for work 3! A person without'a job is one

* week preceding the week in which eligibil- " -

- welfare recipients,

Prime sponsor applicants must make’

public the proposed comprehensive man-
~ power plan 30 days prior to its submission
to the Regional Administrator.2” The

who did not work dumng the . calenday

ity determination is made.32 In the case of
{ unemployed pereon .
means an adult who receives cash assis-

tance from the supplemental security

income program (SSI) under Title XVI of
the "Socia} Security Act or the aid to
families

(AFDC) under Title IV-A of that act, or

publication requirement can be satisfied

by publishing a notice of application for
the grant and other information in one
issue of a newspaper with general circuba-
tion in the area to be served under the
plan 28

Economically disadvantaged, unem-
ployed, and runderemployed persons are
eligible to participate in Title [ pro-
- grams.2® “Economically disadvantaged
persons” means members of families that
receive cash welfape payments or whose
total income for the 12 months prior to
application in relation to family size is at
or below the poverty level designated by
the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB).30 “Unemployed persons” meang,
except for welfare remplents, persons

90 CF.R 8944(vy) (1976) (effective July 26,
1976).

26 29 U.S.C. §815(a)5) (Supp. V 1975). See also 29

C.F.R. §95.14(b)X8)1ii}) (LffOLthL July 26, 1976) for
specific .assurances required from prime sponsors
using Title T funds to finance trnmltl(ma{ public
service employment programs.
21 29 C.F.R. §395. 155&)( ) and (bX2) (1976) (Lff(’t-
* tive July 26 1976).

21:)726?) CFR. §95.15(b)1) (1976) (effective July 26,

* 29 C.F.R. §95.8%(a) (1976) (effective July 26,

1976). .

\

who would be eligible for such cash
assistance if both parepnts were not pre-
sent in the home.33 Such persons must also
be available for work and either have no
_]ob or have a job providing insufficient
income to maintain self-support without
welfare payments.34 Veterans who.have

served on active duty for more ‘than® 180

days or who are discharged or relpased
from active duty because of a service-
connected disability are eligible, without
regard to the requirergent that they be
unemployed for a calesdar week, if they
have not obtained employment after thelr
discharge.’s “Underemployed person” me-
ans a person working part-time but

“seeking full-time work or working part-

time and a ‘member of a family whose

" income in the 12 month§ pnor to appllca-

tion in relation to family size ig at or °
below the OMB poverty level.38

3029 CF‘R §94.4(s) (1976) (effective July 26,
1976).

3129 U.S.C. §981(a)}( 12X A) (Supp. v 1975).

32 29 CF.R. §94. 4(ggg)(1)(1976) (Lffectn( July 26,
1976). -

329 U.S.C: §981( a)(lZ)(B)(Supp \Y 197"))

34 Id

35 29 C.F.R. §94. 4(ggg)(3) (1976) (effective July
1976).

36 X U.S.C. §981(a)11) (Supp. V 1975); 29 C.F.R.
894 4(fff) (1976) (effective July 26, 1976).

/
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t A prlme sponsor must estabhqh pnon- .

. ties for program participation taking into’

oin their plans, or they
~contracts, or grants under certain condi-

Ve 29 CLUFLR. §‘) S2eX 1)

- *-;;ﬁaccount, among other things; the signifi-
- cant Ssegments of the economically disad®
vantaged, unemployed, and underem--

ployed pophlation within its jurisdiction. 37
Prime “Wponsors must also give special
consideration to the needs of ‘certain
categories of veterans. s

Prime SREDsors may dll‘CCt]) pmvnde the *

trammg and manpower services inclutded
may enter into

tions, with other agencies or organizations
for these purposes.* The training and
manpower services provided are expccted
to b¢ directed primarily toward placing
mdlvldualq in- unsubsidized employment,
meaning employment financed by sources
other than CETA 0

- Title 11, Publie Employment PrdQ;rams,
- authorizes funds to develop job opportuni-

ties that meet publicservice needs and are

transigional; that 1s, jobs that are likely to
lead to regular unsubsidized employment

or opportunities for continued training.*!

Funds may alsa be used to support other

related manpower services and training. 2
4120 C.F.R. §9531(c) (1976) (effective July 26,
1976). ' :
(1976) (effective July 26,
1976).

s 29 U.S.C. §815(af 3K B) (Supp. V 1975). See also
29 C.F.R. §98.27(a) (1976) (effective July 26, 1976)
for .the specific contlitions imposed on the use of
contracts or grants. '
10029 CF.R. §05.33(a) (1‘)7()) (effective July 26,

1976).

g9 CR.R.§96.23(b)(1) (.a) (107<>)f0rmuw July

26 1976).

A 29 USC §841(b€pp \ 193)
122

. Title I funds are available to qualified
prime sponsors under Title I or to Indian’

tribes on Federal or State reservations+s
having jurisdiction over aréas of substan= =~
tial unemployment,4¢ An area of substan-

tial unemployment means, except for

 Indian tribes or reservamons any area
within a prime sponsor’s Jurlsdlctlon that .

has a population of at least 10,000 persons, -
qualifies to receive at least $25,000 in Title .

1I funds, and has an unemployment rate

of 6.5 percent or more for 8 consecutive
moniths as determined by the Secretary of
Labor at least once each fiscal year. In
addition, the units constltutmg the area
must becontiguous.+® Only the 6.5 percent
minimum unemployment rate is a prereq-
uisite for eligibility of an Indian tribe or
reservation .18 -

To be détermined ehglble to receive
funds under Title II, potential prime -

- sponsors must follow the same procedures
- established to receive Title 1 funds,*’

including submissiontof a comprehensive -
Title II plan.*® The information and
procedural requirements for Title II grant
applications are similar to those establish-
ed for Title 1,4° including the mandate to.
afford the public an opportunity to com-
ment on the Title II plan.5® If the prime
spongor eligible for Title 11 is also eligible

029 U.8.C. §844(x) (Supp. V 1975).

29 C.F.R. §96.3(a) (1976) (effective July 26,
1976). ’ o~ -

© 20 C.F.R. §94.4(cX1) (1976) (effective July 26,
1976). : N
1629 C.F,
1976). | ;
729 C.F.R. §§96.11-12 (1976 (offective July 26,
1976).

® 29 C.F.R. §96.14 (1976)(Lffectne July 26, 1976).
4 Compare 29 CF.R. §96. 14 to "§95.14 -
(Lffe(tthuI) 26, 1976.) :

50 29 C.F.R. §96.15 (1976) (effective Julb 26, 1976)

R. §94.4(cX2) (1976) (effective July 26,

1976) /



to receive Title I funds, a separate
application for each title i not required; a
-~ single grant: apphchuon may be submit-
Coedst

There are certain restrictions on the

"types of jobs that may be developed and .

filled ynder Title II. Among other thingq,
the jobs may not replace, but must be in
- addition to, ppositions that would be fi-
nanced in_ the course of the ordinary
businegg of - the prime sponsor.®? To the
extent feasible, the public services provid-

ed By the jobs crested must benefit the

residents of the area receiving assis-
tance.% Jobs'must be filled at the entry
level in a b:omotional line until compli-
ance with personnel procedures and collec-
tive bargaining agreements has been
achieved.’® As a general rule, not more
than one-third of the program partici-
pants may be employed in‘a bona fide
professional capacity.® To the extent
feasible, public service jobs must be in

occupational fields that are most likely to

expand as unemployment declines.% Part-
time jobs are permitted only for persons
who are unable to work full time becausg
of age, handicap, or other pemonal fac-
tors.®7

1 4

The prime sponsor must allocate equit- .

ably the jobs made available under Title II
among the State and local public agencies,

5129 C.F.R.§96. 14(8)(1) (1976) (Lffectne July 26

1976

U, Q.(‘. §845(c R (Supp. V 1976) See also 29
C F 2(}){(&;%@(24 1976 % fechveJulg'?ZG 1976).
h3 A
54 gg%g/&&i&i U%%,Slél?g 1977).
75 S.C. 8 up) 1
5 29 1.S.C..884 ;%{ u>)V197o .
51 29 U.S.C. §981 u>>V19’T’S) 29 C.F.R.
§96.23(b) (14) (197 ) (e fectlveJu - 261 1976).
w29 U.S.C. §845(c 23)(Su>) 19%5); 20 C.F.R.

- §96.23(b)X4) (1976) (effectlve uly 26, 1976)

A

 taking into account the number of unem-

ployed persons in each area and the needs
of the agencies.’® Jobs may also be

allotted to private, nonpmﬁt agercies

that provide public service employment 59

‘Persons are eligibfe to participate in
Title II financed programs if they reside
in an area qualifyi'ng for Title II assis-

(that is, an area of substantial .
unemployment as defined gbove) and have
been unemployed for 30 days or are
underemployed.80 “Underemployed” for .

~Title 11 is defined in the same way as for

Title [.81 “Unemployed” for Title II means
a person without a job and available for
work, or an adult who receives or whose

family receives cash assistance under SSI

or AFDC, or who would be eligible for

sych assistance under. certain condltlons_"'"" -

and is available for work and is either
without a JOb or has a job that pravides
insufficient income to enable self-sup-

- port.82 Being “without a job” means that
during the 80-days preceding application,

a person worked no more'than 10.hours or
earned no more than $30 in any calendar
week during the 80 days.83 Veterans who
have served on actlve duty for more than
180 days, or who were discharged or
released for a service-connected disability,
are eligible upon discharge wx.thom(t regard
to the 30-day unemployment requirement
29 C..R. §96.28(b)5)T1976) (effective July 26,
1976

80 ZSZU S.C. §§841, 845(n) (Supp. V 1975).

81 29 U.S.C. §981(a)11) (Supp. V 1975); 29 CF.R.
§§96.27(n), 94.4(fff) (1976) (effective July 26, 1976).

%2 29 U.S.C, §981(a)12) (Supp. V 1975); 20 C.F.R.
§94.4(hhh) (1)}-(2) (1976) (effective July 26, 1976).

- 83 29 C.F.R. §04.4(hhh)X3) (1976) (ef fective July 26

1976).
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.-.’.'_-lf they have not obtai_ned Qmployment

after thelr }lfecharge 64

| Prlme sponsors must glve special oohs
. snderatlon to certain categories of veter-
. ang, to welfare recipients, and to former .

- manpower trainees for whom work dppor-

" tunities are not otherwree availabke in the

design of their plans and in enrolling

persons in Title II programs:#3: Special
~ congideration ‘in public service employ-

- ment and other Title II-funded activities
- must also be given to unemployed persons
who-are the most severely disadvantaged
in terms of the length of time they have
been unemployed &Rt their prospects for

finding employment without assistance

from Title II programs.®¢ Prime sponsors

) must also equitably serve the significant
~segments of the population in their juris-

diction, considering the relative numbers
of unemployed persons in each segment.67
5

When units of general local govern-
ment, or a combination of such units
,having a population .of 50,000 or more,
contain or are part of an area of substan-
‘tial unemployment within the prime spon-

sor's jurisdiction, such units have a right

to administer Title II funds allocable te
their geographic areas.®8 If such units

elect to exercise this right, they are

% 29 CF.R. §94. 4(hhh 5) (1976) (effective July 26,
1976). Unemployed
sub ect to a slightly different provision.

C.F.R. §96 30 (1976) (effective July 26, 1976).
98 29 U.S.C. §845(cK7) (Supp. V 1975); 29 C.F.
§986.28 (1976) (effectwe July 26, 1976).

87 29 U 8.C. §§845(c;§2; b)(Su%) V 1975).
20°U.S.C. §844(dX1 (Su});x V 1975); 29
2{c),944( )51976) (effective July 26, 1976)

6929USC§8%1( )(1)( 1975).

10 29 C.F.R. §§96.2(c), 82( 1976

Jul 26 1976). :
U.S.C. §844(dX1) (Supp. V 1975); 29 C.F.R.

,,,_§96 2(c) (1976) (effectlve Jully26 1976). o

effectlve

124

2 29 U.S.C. §844(d)2) (Supp. V,1975)

ietham era veterans are .
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 delegated the functions of “program - °

agents.”s® By a formal, subgrant agree- -
ment,’® the prime sponsor must then

distribute Title II funds to each program
- agent based on the portion allocated to the

prime sponsor 1 that was attributable to the

‘program agent's area.”! ‘A program agent

has administrative responsibility for de-
veloping, fundmg, overseeing, and moni-
toring programs within its area.’? For
areas not administered by program
agents, the prime sponsor may subgrant
or contract with a variety of public or
pnvate organizations.?s.For example, if
the prime sponsor were the mayor’s office,

Title II. funds might be awarded to the
city’s department of public welfare, the
school board, the department bf health

~and the Urban League.

Title VI Emergency Job Programs, was
originally enacted in December 1974 as a
temporary, countercyclical, public service .
employment. program.? The program,.
however, was reauthorized and amended
by the Emergency Jobs Programs Exten-

“sion Act in 1976.7% Like Title II, Title VI

makes financial assistance available ‘to.
prime sponsors  to provide transitional_
employment in jobs providing needed
public services and traihing. and manpow- -

15 29 C.F.R. §§96.2(c), 96.23(b)4)-(5) 9633(b),
96.36(c), 98.27(a) (1976) (effective July 26, 1976).

4 Emergency Jobs and Unemployment Assistance
Act of 1974, Pub. L. No. 93-567, §8 Stat. 1845
[codified in 29 US.C. 8§§961-966 and scattered
sections of 20 U.S.C. (Supp. V 1976)]; Employment
and Training Report, 1977, p. 45.

5 Emergency Jobs Programs Extension Act of
1976, Pub. L. No. 94-444, 90 Stat. 1476 [codified in
29US.CA. (West\Supp 1977)] I



er services for unemployed and underem-_

ployed persons.” The program’s objective
is to enable such persons to'obtain unsub—

sndwed employment.”? ; O

Currently, those quahfi_ed f()f fiscal year
1977 as Title I prime sponsors and Indian

~ tribes and bands and groups qualified for

the same year under section 302(c)1) of
the act are eligible to receive funds.™

Prime sponsors must .apply for Title VI

funds by submitting a grant application to
the Regional Administrator that includes
a -comprehensive Title. VI plan.™  The
prime sponsor may append the pertinent
part of the Title II plan and provide any
additional details necessary to meet the

Title VI requirements.®0 Other informa-

tion and procedural requirements are

similar to those established for Title [ and
© Title IT grant applications.®! Public com-

ment on the Title VI plan, however, may
be songht at the same time as, rather than
30 days before, the applicant submits its
Title VI grant appllcatlon 82

As with Title I, program agents have a

~right to administer Title VI funds alloca-

ble to their jurisdictions, and,
otherwise qpeclfled by the "Secretary of
Labor, a prime sponsor must distribute its

- Title VI 'ullotment to such agents in

™29 U1.S.C
T I(I

™ 29 U.S.C.A. W62(¢) (West %upp 1977)

™ 42 Fed. Reg. 2426, 2432-33 (1977) (to be codified
in 29 C.F.R. §§99.12, 9. 14(a)). _

R0 42 Fed. Reg. 2426 2432 (1977) (to be codified 1n
29 C.F.R. §99.12(c X 2X1)).

%Z(a) (%upp Vv 1975)

. %42 ch Reg. 2426, 2432 (1977) (Lo be codifed in

Ry 2() U.S.C. §§‘)()2(L

20 C.F.R. §99.12). C()mpzm\ with 29 C.F.R. §895:14
and 96.14 (1976) (effective July 26, 1976).

82 42 Fed. Reg. 2426, 2438 (1977) (t() he ((thled in
29 C.F.R. §99. ld(u))

unless -

), B44(d) 1) (Supp. V 197 ), 42

 keeping with the Secretary’s intent and

basis in distributing funds to the prime
sponsor.83 Bemg an area of substantial

“unemployment is not a condition for

receipt of funds under Title VI; therefore, |
the definition of program agent for Title .

- VI differs from that for Title II. The term

simply means any unit of general locgl .

- government or combination of such units
. located within- an ellglble apph.cants

jurisdiction that has a population of 50,000
or mere. Program agent responsmllltles
under Title VI are the same as those
prtscrlbe(f for Title 1184 Also like Title II,
prime sponsors may serve residents of
areas not served by’ program agents
through g'rant,s or contracts with other_
publlc or pnvate agencies. .

()rlg'mally, persbns were ehglble to
participate in the Title VI program if they
were upemployed for at least 30 days (for

- at least 15 days in areas of excessively

high unemployment). or underemployed

and resided in the area of the prime .

spongor.#8 To theJmaximum extent feasi-.
ble, preferred consideration was to be
given to unemployed persons who had
exhausted théir unemployment insurance
benefits, were ineligible for such benefits,
or were unemployed for 15 or more
weeks. 87 Al hough it did not change the

Fed. Reg. ?A , 2481 (1977) (to be codifed in 29
C.F.R. §99. e)(lH2)) |

81 29 U.S.C. $§962(c), 844((1)(2)(Supp. V 1975):

85 42 Fed. Reg. 2426, 2431 (1977) (to be codifed in

@29 C.F.R §99.2(eX1)

a6 29 C.F.R. §§99.36(a)1), 99.53(a) (1976). An area
of excessively high unemployment is one that hds.
an average unemployment rate in excess of 7
percent for the most recent 3 consecutive months.
29 C.F.R. §99.50(b)1) (1976). -

x1 29 US.C. $96%d) (Supp. V 1975). Federal

regulations, though repeating the statutory provi-

L 125



: basncehglblhty requiréments, the Emer-

—

(V4

gency . Jobs Programs Extension, Act of
1976 amended Title VI to formalize the

‘mandate for. preferred consideration into -

a requirement that at least 50 percent of
job vacancies occurring after June 30,

1976, be filled by low-income persons who

are either long-term unemployed, receive
AFDC, or are members of families who
receive AFDC.88 In addition, prime spon~
sors are required to take reasonable steps
to allocate Joﬁs equitably among these
categories of persons.#®

- The 50 percent requlrement apphed to

funds reserved .by prime sponsors to
" sustain the number of Title II and Title

VI public service job holders on board as
of June 80, 1976, through fiscal year
1977.% Prime sponsors were addltlonally
required to devote their remammg' funds

to public service jobs in new projects and

sion, added a proviso that, notwnth%tandmg this
provision, if persons met the eligibility require-

" ments, they could be enrolled in Title VI-funded
programs. 29 C.F.R. §99.36(d) (1976). The regula- -

tions also provided an additional list of groups that
were to be given “special” consideration: certain
categories of veterans, the most severely disadvan-
taged in terms of length of unemployment ax:gi
prospects for employment without Title VI ass

tance, and former manpower trainees in Title VI
public service jobs. 29 C.F.R. §99.37(a) (1976). 1t
should be noted that the groups additionally
designated in regulations might overlap in many
instances with the statutorily prescribed groups.

8 Emergency Jobs Programs Extension Act of
1976, Pub. L. No. 94 444, §5(a), 90 Stat. 1477-78,
[codlfled in 29 U.S.CA. §8967(c), 968(&) (West
Supp. 1977)]. “Long term unemployed means an
individual who has been receiving unemployment
compensation for 15 .or more ‘weeks, who is not
eligible for such benefits and has been unemployed
for 15 or more weeks, or who has exhausted
unemployment compensation benefits. These were
the same groups singled out by the earller act for
preferred consideration. “Low-income” means that

an-individual is not & member of a household that

126

.80 29 U.S.C.A. §968(c) (West Su;w

actwitles for whlch only low-mcome and
long-term unemployed dr AFDC reri-

plents would be eligible.®! The duratlon of
su pl‘OJecm or jobs is- limited to 1 yearﬁ? .

Thé act impoees no time restrictions on an
idual’s participation, but Federal
regulatlons strongly encourage a l-year_
hmlt 83 . ~

Accordmg to the Department of Labor
the effects of rthese new requirements
were: deferred until we_l_l. after June 30,
1976, becatse the amendments were not
enacted until October 1, 1976, and final
Federal regulations did not go into effect :
untll January 10 1977.8¢

Most requirements goVerning public
service employment programs under Title
IT also apply to Title V1.93 Part-time jobs
have been permitted only for individuals

has a current gross family income, adjusted to an
annual basis (exclusive of unemployment compen-
sation and other public tpaymenta which- such
individual will be disqualified from receiving by
reason of employment under Title VI) at & rate
exceedmg 70 percent of the lower livihg standard
income level." '

The Department of Labor, in Federal regulations
implementjngfthe 1976 amendments and republish-
ing the remaining applicable Title V1 regulations,
added certain categories of veterans to the prior
basic eligibility rules. 42 Fed. Reg. 2426, 2636
(1977) (to be codified in 29 C.F.R..§99.42(b) ™).
1977). _
w0 29 U.S.C.A. §§967(a) and (c) ( estSﬂ;)p 1977).
91°29 U.S.C.A. §967(b) (West Supp. ‘1977). See’ also
42 Fed. Reg. 2426, 2430 and 2435 (1977) (to be
codified in 29 C.F.R. §§99.1(d), 99.40(b) (1)).

02 Jd

93 42 Fed. Reg. 2426 2430 (1977) (to be codlfled In
29 CF.R. §99. l(e))

%4 Carin Ann Claus, solicitor, U.S. Department of
Labor, letter to Eileen Bmdley, Feb. 17,1978,

9 29 U.SC. §862(c) (Supp. V 1975). But see 29
U.S.C.- $§964(a)(b) (Supp. V 1975) in re

areas of excesswely high unempl()yment
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unable to work full-tim¢ because of age,

" handicap, or other factors.® The 1976

amendments, however, emphasized the

need for pmvxdmg such jobs by requiring

prlmo spongors, in regard to the low-
income* and long-term unemployed - «

AFDC recipients to give special conmdcr- |

ation to the household obligations of
program applicants and to alternative
working arrangements including flexible
hours, shared time, and part-time jobs,
particularly for Lho-parents of young
children and for older persons.??

The Titles I, 11, and VI programs are’
' administered by the Employment and
 Training Administration of the Depart-

ment of Labor. Although all arcas of the
country are covered by these titles, the
number of prime qponqom has increased
since the program’s inception because of
population changes and ofher factorss®
Table 4.1 shows the types and numbers of
prim@ sponsors for fiscal years 1975, 1976,

and 1977, and dable 4.2 presents the.
) uppropmtlon leveks and» the number of
.:&pws(g\‘k serv ed ﬂér those vw.r%

Summary ot the Record

7 Program Partlclpants

Natl()nal data on' the ages ()f CETA
enrollees were compiired with the age
distribution of the -unemployed- popula-
tion, which was selected as the base for
this analysis because it was\onsidered to

. be theé best available single measure of

persons eligible to participate in the
CETA program. Unemployment data are

w29 U.S.C. §981(a)T) Supp. V 1975).
9729 U.S.CLA. §968(cd) (West Supp. 1977).
v Employment and Training RepoH, 1977, p- 45.

Title 1.

also used by the Departmentof Labor to -

determine whether prime sponsors are
serving the target groups they should be,

as shown by a recent Department of

Labor field memorandum on the CETA
grant funding process. The memorandum
requires that prime sponsors in the ngrra-

tive description of their annual plan for
Titles I and II: '

ddentify. . .the percent which the
uncmploycd populatlon within the
/prime sponsor’s jurisdiction consti-
‘tutes of each of. . [specified] demo-

graphic groups. . . .

Describe the significant segments the
prime qpomor has targeted for ser-
'w('e R

.Where service to the_ identified
qlgmﬁcant segments results.in a plan
of service whlch varies by more than
15 ' percent
graphic breakout [of the unemployed
population, prime sponsors must] jus-
tify these variations.?®

It is acknowledged that using data on
the unemployed as the eligible population
base for CETA has certain limitations.

"Unemployment is not the sole eligibility

criterion for participation in programs
funded by Title 1;-Title II, or Title VL.
Economically dlsadvantaged and under-
employed persons are also eligible under
Title II requires that persons
reside in areas of substantial unemploy-
ment and also permits underemployed

Training: Administration, Field Memorandum No.

324 77, “CETA Grant Funding Process,” June 24,
1977, attachment 11.

‘Department of Labor, Employment and »
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Table 41

" Distribution of Prime sponoon by Typo
Fllcql Yurt 1978 1978 and 1977

S I F T TTTTIP —

. Rurll Bllanco
Tolal Cmn COuntln Comorm CEPB- ot stm

FY1975 403 '58

158 134 4 51
FY 1976 431 62 175 140 4 50
179 us o4 51

FY 1977 444 6%
‘CEP Concevnralod Employmonl Proqrafn

Source: U.S . Doprriment of Mealth, Education, and Wollaro and Do-
partment of .t ahor, Employmeant and Trajning Report of the President
(197T). 1. 48
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Table 4.2

Approprlauon Levels und ﬁumbor ot
Persons Served under C!TA Titles |, I\, and VI

Programs, Fiscal Years 1'975 1976, and 1077 7

; -*f!-.
' Approprllllon Levels No. of
Yur/Program (ln thouundn) _ Ponom Oorvod
K 1978 . S
Title | 1,880,000 1,079,904
Title 1Y 400,000 197,341
Title V! 875,000 183,787
1978 o
Title | 1,580,000 1,820,918
Title It - 400,000 238,439
Title VI ) 2.825.000_ 474,137
1976 Transition
Quarter
Title | 305,400 Not Avallable
Title 11 100,000 Not AvallaElo -
Title VI -0~ Not Availa
1977
Title | 1,880,000 1,499,427
Title 1,540,000 338,220
Title Vi 8, 847 000‘- 875,526
-Fur;—c;a er;dn-;;;;r.(;p.nn!od in !I:cal yonr 19777~'<>m;um;o:; ”p:;bli‘c _;;;vlco

Jobs through flecal ysar 1978,
Source: U.S., Department of Labor, Emoloymom and Tralning Adminls-
tration, unpublished data

-




. remdents t,o enroll in the program T&le

VI places considerable emphasis on servic-

~_es to the low-income, long-term unem-

‘ployed and AFDC recipients. Finally, the

definition of unemployed persons for Title
I dlffers from that for T\tles IT-and VI.

The Commission attempted to assess the
extent to which these factors would
‘influence the age composition of those

eligible to participate in CETA program;
but it was not possible to determine the

~ age distribution of economically disadvan-

taged and underemployed persons or thus
determine the extent to which inclusion of

these persons would change the composi- |

tion of program eligibles.

Available data on long-term unem-
ployed persons indicate that they tend to
be concentrated among the older age
groups compared .to the general unem-
ployed population. In 1977, the Depart-
ment of Labor published the results of

1975 recipients of benefits paid under two
programs that were established in 1974 to -

assist the long-term unemployed: (1) the

. Federal supplemental benefits prograg

(FSB), which provided additional benef

. to unemployed persons who had exhaust-

ed their entitlements to regular and
extended benefits under the permanent
unemployment compensation pro-
grams;1% and (2) the special unemploy-
ment assistance program (SUA), which

100 Emergency Unemployment Compensation Act
of 1974, Pub. L. No. 93-572, 88 Stat 1869 (codified
at 26 U.S.C. §3304 (Supp. V 1915)).

101 Emergency Jobs and Unemployment Assns-

' tance Act of 1974, Pub. L. No. 98-567, Title II,

§201, 88 Stat. 1850 [codifed at 26 USC 3304
(Supp. .V 1975)]. Title Il was ‘most recently

‘amended in 1976 by the Emergency Jobs Programs
~ Extension Act of 1976 Pub. L. No. 94-44, §6, 90 -

A

prowded benefxta during periods of hlgh _-

unemployment to assist persons who are

ineligible for unemployment benefits un- - *
" der any other State or Federal law, 101 The °

study !‘epor_ted

. FSB remplents tend to be older than e

other groups of unem lo ed people.
The average age of rec1 1ents,
was 40 years, _oompared

average age of 36 for reolplent,s of EB-
[extended benefits], and 88 for job
losers unemployed 27 weeks or
more. . . . o |

The relatively  higher mc1dence of
women and of older workers among
beneficiaries of EB and among ex-
haustees of regular UC [unemploy-
ment compensation] programs than
among other groups in the labor force
has also been noted in other studies.
It stems partly from lower UC eligi-
bility rates among younger workers
and may also be the result of weaker
economic opportumtles for older
workers,102

The average age of SUA recipients was

also 40 years. The study found that “both

i+ SUA men and women were older than

their counterparts among job losers gen-
erally.”103 Data on the duration of unem-

‘ployment by age presented’ in table 48 - .

Stat 1480 [codified m %\{JSCA $3304 (West
Supp. 1977)].

102 J.S,, Department of Labor, Employment and
Tram‘lng Administration, A- Report on 1975 Rect-
pients of Federal Supplemental Benefits and
Special Unemployment Assistance, prepared by
Matheématica, Inc. (1977), p. 11(herea.fter cited as a
A Report of!“SB and SUA). '
103 Thid,, p. 20.
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- - Labor Statistics,

‘ , Tabhd.a A
Mun Durluon of Unomploymonl In Wnko
Ior Persons Aged 18 or older by Ago,

LN ‘Flsoal Year 1078
S | " Mean: :
- Age Group Number of Weeks -
Al Ages. 160
16-19 - 08 .
20-24 148 .
L | 28-34. 170
K B 2 Vi 18.6
- AB-B4 212
| 55-84 228
85+ 248

¢ . Sourco us., Oopartmqnt of Lnbor Bureau of Labor, Statistics, unpub- : .
lshed data. lrom the Current Population Survey, & . PPN

show that persons have a longer duration
of unemployment as they grow older.104

Prime sponsors must give specml con-
_snderatlon to those individuals, among
others, most in need of training or em-
ployment as determined by their length of
unemployment.195 The findings of the
-DOL-sponsored study and the data on the
duration of unemployment suggest that if
prime Sponsors are carrying out  this

104" Data for fiscal year 1976 are for the 12-month
period, excluding the transition quarter. The mean
duration of unemployment was determined by
averaging the means reported for the quarterly
averages. Although this may not be the exact
mean for the fiscal year, it was suggested by
Bureau of Labor Statistics staff as the closest
estimate available. Deborah P. Klein, Bureau of
I;))artment of Labor telephone
interview in Wash C.,Jan. 12, 1978.
105- 29 U.S.C. §§845(c)(7), 815(8)(5), 962(d) (Supp
“19;7’?), 29 U.ST.A. §967(c), 968(a) (West é)upp
1977)

e ———— e m el - T
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-

. period a

mandate, CETA enrollees might be ex-
pected to include a significant number of
older persons. ‘

Using unelmployment statistics is also
somewhat problematic because they do
not reflect all persons who are actually -
unemployed. The civilian labor force
equals the combination of the employed
and the unemployed populations.1%8 Per-
sons are counted as unemployed if they
106 {,S., Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor
Statnstncs NEWS, “The Employment Situation:
December 1977,” Jan. 11, 1978, explanatory note.
Labor force, total employment and unemployment

data are denved from .the Current Population
Survey, a sample survey of households conducted .

each montH by the Bureau of the Census, “Em-

ployed persons” means: wa and.salary workers -
(including private houe&eh%\‘3 workers), the self
employed, - unpaid family workers, and persons
“with a job but not at work” and not paid for the
nt. Persons who worked at more than
one job durmg the week in which the survey is

138



are without jobs'during the week in which
© the Current Population Survey-is conduet-
~ed,. have made specific efforts to find .
employment sometime during the prior-4- -
weeks, and “are presently available for

work. Individuals who are on layoff or
who are waiting to start a new job (within
30 days) are also counted.'°? The count of

unemployed persons does not, however,

- include persons who report that they want

work but are not engaged in active job.
séarch because they believe they cannot

| fmd any jobs. These “dlscouragui work-

ers” are ‘classified a8 “not in the labor
force,” which means they do not get

‘counted with the Unemployed 108

Accordmg to a 1976 report from the

Departments of Health, Education, and

Welfare and Labor, 1975 saw a record

~ high of discouraged workers:

Dlscouragcment was most promment
as usual, among adult women and
__younger workers -two groups that in
~ general have g less permanent attach-

ment to the labor force and often face

constraimts. on the hours, locations or
- permanency of the jobs they can
~ take. owever, of
~ show a cugmftcant deg'ree of discour-
"agement. Members of this older
" worker group appear to perceive
dmcmmmat»;on as an important factor

in their labor market situation, since.

_the majority in 1975 mported their

. conducted or otherwise appear on more than one
- payroll -are counted only once in the househdld

17 Thid.

survey and are classified in the job at which they
worked the greatest number of hours.

id. . Eligibility for unemploymcm insurance
benefits or 4ny kind of public assistance is not a
prereqdmte to’being counted as unemployed.

108 Thid., p. 3.

dlw US, Dcpartmentof Labor and I")epartmcnt of

\sf.. X

der men also
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reason for not seeking:
“belief that potential ognployers“_
thought they were too old.! |

Secreta
the Commlsslon that it can be expected
that persons 45 or over make up a large
number of the discouraged workers who
have withdrawn from the work force and

therefore do not appear in unemployment

statistics.!’® The Department of Labor-
sponsored study of. FSB and SUA reci-
pients cited above also auggested that
young persons and—older persons gre
among-the “discouraged workers.” These -
*were the only age-based groups cxted The
study reported: s

Of those FSB reclplents not in the

labor force, about half said they. “

wanted a JOb and of these, over half
said they were not looking for work -
for reasons which would classify them
as discouraged workers—defined as
those who said they wanted, jobs but
were not looking because the
lieved that no work was avafable,
that they could not find work; that
- they lacked education or skllls, that
. they were too young or too old; or
th;e.t ‘they suffered from rsonal
handicaps in finding" work.
the women not in the labor force
“ reported their current activity to be
keeping house, while one-fourth of
‘the meén said they were retlred The .

Health, l:,ducauon and Welfare, Employmnt and
Training Report vf the President (1976), pp. 29-30
(hercafter cited as Employment and Training
Réport, 1976),

110 Ray Marshall, Secretary of Labor, testimony,
Hearing ' Before the U.S. Commission on Civil
- Rights, Washington, D.C., Sept. 26-28, 1977, vol. I,

p. 59, (hereafter cited as Waahmgwn D.C Hear— o

rng).

work as'a .

' of Labor Ray Marshall told'. o

ost of



roportnons of those who wanted a
Jab and of those who were diacour-
. aged workers among FSB recipients
_not, in” thé . labor force - were.-much .
‘-“ hlgher than the corresponding pro-

? jons among those not in-the labor
~ forcggin the population as a whole,

- because of FSB recipients’ recent
labor market attakhment 1t |

. . ’ . - .
_Thus, younger and older persons are not

‘hkely to be accurately reflected in unem-
ployment data.

\ .

‘Even with these quahfncatnons th
Commission_ believesthat unemployment

. data represent the best available measure
" of the population eligible for the CETA

programs to determine whether various
age groups participate in CETA’ programs

at the levels that mlght Be expected; given
their representatlon in the eligible popula-
tion,

N - N
National data on persons enrolled in the
“Titles 1, I, and VI programs and on ‘the
unemployed population by age for fiscal
years 1975, 1976, and 1977 are presented in

~ table 4.4. The age categories shown are
those that the Department of Labor

requires prime. sponsors to use’ in their

. reporting. These data show that certain

age groups have been conmstently under-
represented in each program in compari-
. 8on to their representation in the unem-

ployed populatloy

| ? the Title I program, persons under 19
and 19 to 21 have been overrepresented,
while those 22 or over have been underre-

- presented®In both’ fiscal years 1975 and
1976, the proportiqn ‘of Title I enrollees

' A Report on FSB and SUA, p. 15,
132

A

“undeF 19 was more than twics their

proportion of the unemployed population.
Persons 19 to
" proportion’ of Title T enrollees than their -
- proportion of the unemployed population
for each of the three fiscal years. Persons
22 to 44 have been underrepresented in

- the Title I program each year, compared

to their representation in the unemployed

population; however, the disparities have®

declined each year. In fiscal year 1975,
" they represented 46.1 percent of the
‘unemployed populatlon and 82.1 percent -
of Title Kenrollees; in fiscal year 1976,
46.6 percent of the unemployed and 86.4
“percent of the enrollees; and in fiscal year
19717, 47.2 percent of the unemployed and
" 40.7 peroent of the enrollees |

 For. fxecal» years 1975 and 1976 the.
peroentage ‘of the unemployed population
or Qver was nearly three times

their represjntatlon among Title I enrol-
lees. In 1977 a slight dechine in unemploy-
ment coupled with a slight increase in
participation reduced that disparity factor
to nearly two and one-half /

An exammatlon of each subg'roup of
those 45 or over reveals similar disparities,
with those 55 to 64 faring less well than
those 46 to 54 and those 65 or over. In
fiscal year 1975, persons 45 to 54 were °
underrepresented by a factor of 8. This
declined to 2.7 in fiscal year 1976 and to ¢
just over 2.8 in 1977, when a decline in
unemployment also occurred. The age .
group 56 to 64 was underrepresented. in
both 1976 and 1977 when unemployment
declined and participation rose. Those
aged 85 or over maintained a consistent

proportion of the unemployed for the 8

have represented a higher - -'



Poroontbmrlbuﬂon om\oUnomphrd Populmon B l
an&ClTA Tittes |, I, and Vi Enrolless by Age, - -
B l'ucal Yun 1m 1m -nd1m -  R

| . Unemployed .. Thlet . . 'r_tilon S Tidewt
Agooroup_ . Populatione - Horoligesd . - HEnrolless®  © :,~l_nroﬂuo,'_

P T e - S T R P il -~ .
) ' ’

FY 1978 - I R T ST
Al Ages: C000% - 1000% C - 1000% . 1000%

Under 18 : ' 180 41 . 6.0 S 38 o
1924 . . - 16.8 o . 203 . : 181 s
22-44 - - 4681 o321 62.6 848 oL
45-54 o - ~ 108 _ _' 3.6 ' 8.4 L, 8 S
55-64 T84 I 19 T 40 S A
B+ | 20 ) ' o8 - - ¢ .. 08 ' 0.7

FY 1976 _ : Co _ . _ o
Al Ages S 100.0% 1000% - - ot 1000% - ©100.0%

Under 19 . : . 177 o 389 : 44 . : 48

19-21 : ' 18:8 v 209 17.8 . 174 . :
22-44 48.6 36.4 T 841 , 642 S
45.84- R 10.9 : 4.0 w89 T8 g
55-84 A _ 8.8 19 ' 42 o 43 _
65+ - ‘ .21 . 0.8 : ) 0.8 0.8

FY 1077 - | | | .
- All Ages . 100.0% 100.0% - 100.0%

Under 19 ‘ 17.8 307 - . 48
19-21 18.4 21.1 - 15.8
22-44 - 47.2 _ 40.7 ) 1843
45-54 . 10.1 . 43 0.5
55-84 8.4 2.3 48
85 + .20 = 1.0 10

Sourco ‘U 8 Dopmmnpt o' Lnbor Burnu ot Lnbor sumncn Unpubmhod DMA
u Y. 8., Department of Labor, Employment and Training Admlr\lltmlon unpublished data.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

~years. In fiscal years 1975 and 1976, they *

were underreprelented by a factor, of 2.5
and in 1977, by a factor of 2. o

'I‘he propol'tlonal partnmpatlon levels for'

those under 19 decreased over the 8 years.
- Representation of all other age groups
increased to varying degrees. The cause of
the decline in the under 19 group could not
be deterniined. It may reflect a change in

prime sponsors’ emphases in the Title I

program or the presence of a large
number of hard-to-place persons under 19

in 1975 who have simply “aged out” of

that age g'roup

The age dlstnbutnon of Titles 11 and 28

‘enrollees durmg the 3-year span has been

quite different in general from that for
Title I. Whereas in Title I all age groups

- except those under 22 were underrepre-

sented, in Titles IT and VI all groups but

those 22 to 44 were underrepreeented

~ compared to their representation in the’
unemployed population. In-all three fiscal

- years, the proportion of enrollees 22 to 44
has been over 1.3 times their proportion of
the unemployed ‘population. The annual
proportlons of persons under 19 enrolled
- in each program has been, except for Title
II 'in 1975, less than one-third of their

representation in the unemployed popula-
- tion. The representation of those 45 to 54

in the Titles II and VI programs, when

compared to Title I, has more closely
approximated their representation among
the unemployed; however, this age group
is still underrepresented. Similarly, the
ratio for those 55 to 64 in Titles IT'and VI
also compared better than for Title I, but
this group,
The Titles II and VI enrollment figures
for those 65 or over are virtually the same

134

too, was underrepresented.

Y

a8 for Tlth I Persons 19 to 21 were. -

generally more favorably represented in

. the Titles II and VI program than in the -
- Title- F-program compared to-their pres--- -

ence in the unemployed populatlon

These data_ suggest that younger per-

- sons—those under 22—are belng placed -
"primarily in the Title I program in which

funds are cencentrated on trammg activi-
ties, and that, except for those 65 or over,
persons 22 or over are being enrolled
primarily in the Titles II and VI pro-

grams, which support pnmzmly public
- service employment ‘Persons 65 or over
- are represented in all three programs at

substantially the same prop()rtlons o

Exammatnon of the partlclpatlon of

different age groups aggregated for-all

three CETA programs shows that persons -

.45 or over are still represented. in the "
‘programs at a lower level than their

presencg in the unemployed population.
(See table 4.5) The proportion of all, .
enrollees-in the programs under 19 is just

over 1 172 times their proportion in the \ -

unemployed population—26.5 percent of

all program enrollees anq 17.1 percent of
the unemployed population. The propor-
tion of enrolled persons 19 to 21 and 22 to-
44 is close to their representation in the -
unemployed population. ‘At age 45 the .
ratio of persons. enrolled to those unem- |
ployed declines sharply. Persons in each of
the age groups over 44 are enrolled at less
than half their proportion of the unem-
ployed population. . \ -

Because the Department of Labor re-
quires prime sponsors fo Peport partici-
pants between the ages of 22 and 44 as
one category, little information is avail-

- . " % _ . :

o)
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. study of new enrollees in'calend

oy s - ) :
B '.' ’ Unomployod tmonmmnnu
Age Group Populltlon- b I and Vi
 AllAges 100.0% . 100.0%
— Under19 . T AT 2.5 .
1921 LR | 2 g
2244 468 SR T X B
. 48-84 " 108 54
/ 85-04 - 88 28
SR 05+ © 24 - 0.8

- 80urco N U 8 Dopmrh.nl of Lnbor aurnu of Lnbor ammlcu un pu

lished data. -

ny.8,, Dopnnmom of La-bor Employmom |nd Tr.lnlng Adminta-'

. muon unpublished dsta.

> . .- s o - T .
R - S . . -
\ m

R

L}

able to show\,whether enrollees in tlns:

category are spread throughout the age
g'roup or concentrated-around a narrower

‘age rang‘e Some data were collected as

part of a Department of Labor—sponsored -

ear
1975 {n the employabilit
" (basically training) and &gublic - service
. employment programs. The study indicat-
ed that most of the new enrollees reported

_in the 22 to 44 age group were actually
~under 80. In eachuarter of the calendar -

year, approxima ly 67 percent of new

~enrollees in those programs who were - S
-show that the programa oonoﬂntrate on
persons under 45. In all but one site, less

reported as 22 to 44 were under 80. ne.

development :

‘ment data, however, generally conformto -

In addltlon to- tlle natlonal data on

participants in the ‘Titles I, II, and VI

programs, Commxssxon staff rev1ewed |
12 s,

Trammg Administration, - G‘ontmuoua Longitud:-

(partment of Labor Employment a.nd_'

v nal Manpower Survey, Report No. 4 prepared by .

co

. _' "y ‘.

. data on enrollees i each program foreach .
~ of the nine sites visited during the field =
study and as part of the public hearings. -
These data, presented in table 4.6, were  °
| with data on the unem- =
“ployed population for each site because . ::
they. were unavailable entirely or were -
ungvailable for the same age eategoriee or .
'pemods of time used by prime sponsors to -

not _-compared

report their enrollment data. The enroll-.
the patterns seen.in the mmona.l dat& -

than, 10 percent of Title I enrolleés were - -
45 or over. For each site, partmpatlon was
__fan-ly equally divided bet:ween persons’

: Westat, Inc. for the Ofﬁoe of Pollcy, Evaluatlon, ;
" and. Reaearch (1976), pp. 848 and 8-15. A




_ - - T!NQ4.0 R
Porccmpmrbhﬂon otlnmllmlnClTA

ﬂum 1,/ and ¥1 Programs in Figid Study and Publlo ) :
) Hnrlng OIQu by Ago, Fllcnl Year 1976

'P.rog'nml.'? T San Fre S _ L oL

Age Group Miami = Denver  ‘clsco §  Beattls  Maines - Jackson San Amonlo‘_,_ Chicsgo  St.Louls -
CTer L 5 L S

MiAges ~ 1000%  100.0% ,1000% - 100.0%  1000%  .1000% . 1000%  100.0%"

Under 18 132 182 320 99 281 - 437. 118 . 1371

19-21 195 257 217 287 - 281 . 117 . 382 .- 220

2244 . 491 55.3 . 430, 843 418 . 311 62 - &8
4584 10.0 24 27 - ar 48 28 8.5 30 38 R
55-64 . T A 0.4 1.2 0.8 S R 1.7 0.8 1.6 1.
85+ 25~ 00 04 . 00 . 03. .08 01 24" RREN

Title it - . o - e :

AllAges  100.0% . 100.0%  100.0%  100.0% - 100,0%  100.0% - 1000% ° 100.0%  100.0%

Undert9 . 30 = = &1 IR 24 0.8 - 84 52 2.1 - 04 -

19-21 18.3 239 92 11.0 126 253 © 208 149 131

22-44 838 840 80.4 74.4 872 .. 807 844 694 70.9

4854 99 57 . 83 7.3 1.1 Dey 6.8 89 ?.3

5564 - 48 . 083 25 a4 70 08 . 24 ", 32 4

85+ 0.2 0.0 05 05 14 00 . 04 15 0.0

Title VI L . , - o . _' .-

ANl Ages  100.0%  100.0%  400.0%  100.0% . 100.0% ~ 1000%  1000%  100.0% . 100.0%

Under 19 33 6.5 0.9 3.4 07 .17 52 28 26

19-21° 15.2 18.1 .98 12.0 10.7 19.9 213 15.8 160
22-44 - 661 68.4 80.3 738 70,67 628 - 850 828 ~ % 708 .

45-54 " 1 . 54 86 -~ 70 98 - 88 . 8.1 13.3 7.6

5584. 39 16 2.1 35 87 27, 22 45 3.0

85+ . 04 01 05 03 5, 00 02 08 00

Durmq hmul yont 197(\ Augmm ano (the ano vm-‘ud by (‘umm[umn smﬂ) wal nnq nv ano 13 bnlance ol State. progum ln fiscal year 1977
howevgr: Kennobece County. which intlydes Augusta, bscame an umapondenl prime sponsor . ] 1 ’ '
Sourcn U S . Departmont ot Labor, Cnmf‘(\ymom and Trmr‘lng Admumuuu(m unpubtished data '




under 22 and those 22 to 44. In the Title IT
‘and Title VI programs, persons' between

- 22 and 44 constituted over 60. percent of

the enrollees in every site. In three of the
nine Title II sites and four Title VI sites,
over 70 percent of the enrollees were
between 22 and 44. Persons 45 or over
were a smaller percentage of enrollees in
the program in most of the ‘nteq than in
the natidnal statistics. :

Seattle (ng—%ohomlsh County) and
Denver reported no Title I enrollees aged

65 or over. Denver, Jackson, and St. Louis

‘reported no enrollees 65 or older for Title

11, and Jackson und St. Louis reported the

same for Title VI. As with, the national
data, site participation data were general-
ly not available for narrower age catego-
ries within the 22 to 44 age group. Several
administrators of Titles I, II, and VI
programs, however, reiterated the finding
of the national study conducted for the
Department of Labor that persons report-
ed by prime sponsors to be in the 2¢ to 44
age group were, in fact, concentrated in
the 22 to 29 age range.

The dlrector of publlc service employ-
ment for St. Louis told Commission staff
that partlclpants in his program who were

- reported in the 22 to 44 age group were
_'actually concentrated in the 25 to 29 age

group.113 In St. Louis, 57.6 percent of the

- Title 1 enrollees, 79.9 percent of the Title

IT enrollees, and 70.8 percent of the Title

1 Jose h Kelly, director oflpubhc servioe employ-

~ ment, Office of Manpo wero the City of St. Louts,
© interview in St. LOUIS Mo., pr 7, 1977 (hereafter
_ cited as Kell Intuvnew)

114 Beverly Riols, field services coordmawr, Office
of Manpower of the city of St. Louis, Arthur

- Kennedy Skills Center, interview in St.. Loum Mo.,
~ Apr. 6, 1977 (hereafter cited as Riola Interview).

13 State of Washington, King- %nohommh Man-

N
.\.’

v )
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VI enrollees were reported in “the 221044
age category. The field services coordina-
tor for a Title I training program in St.

- Louis agreed that enrollees. reported 822
to 44 are generally under 380, saying that it
~ was her impression that the oonoentratlon -

of walk-in clients in her program- are
under 80 114 .

Partlclpant characteristic data oovering

_a l-month period that identified enroll-
~ ment of persons 22 to 44, 25 to 34, and 85,

W 44 were available for two Title I
programs in Sehttle. They showed that
enrollees in these programs were concen-
trated under the age of 35.118 Theee datg

“are presented in table 4.7.

Narrow Interpretation of Broad
Statutory Goals

Although Title I Title II and Title VI
of the Comprehensive Employment and
Training Act all authorize both trammg
and public service employment services,
prime sponsors have concentrated their
Title 1. program efforts on traihing.and

) manpower serxces and Titl8 II and VI on

public service employment. Less than 5
percent of Title I enrollees were in’public
gervice employment activities in fiscal
year 1976.118 During the same period, 96
percent of the Title IT enrollees and 84
pe;cent of the Title VI enrollees placed in

“any activity were in pubhc service employ-

ment. 117

power Consor‘tlum Batch Control and Chamcteﬂs
tic Summary: Seattle OIC, February 1977 State of
Washington, King- -Snohomish Manpower Consorti-
um, Batch Control and Characteristic Summary:
ES OJT, March 1977. | |
ns - Employment and. Training Report 1977, pp.

4546,

17 Thid:, p: 46.
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_ | 1001 | 1000%

. Under 19 K .99 _ 9.9

SRS 28 X
. 22-24 o _ 2186 s
25-34 S s - 808
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- 45 or over : .82 ' 32
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Tltle I prime sponsors- have wide dnscre- |

tion in the: choice and -design of their

manpower training and services pro-
- g‘rams 118 The act prosoribes discrimina- .
tion- on the basis of race, creed, color,

natlonal origin, sex, age, political aftha-

tion, or belief.!’® Federal regulations

-provnde that prime sponsors shall not
., include, in the design of their- programs,

“traditional hiring. practlces that resylt in.
discrimination on these grounds:!20
'Among the basic bt not exclusive types'
of manpower programs a prime sponsor

may provnde are the followmg

Y Classroom trammg, [whlch] is any -
._trammg ‘conducted in an institutional
setting designed to provide individuals

with technical skills and mformahon’
required to perform a specifié job or group

18 29 U.S:C. §811 (Supp. V-1975).
1e 29 U.S.C. §§983(1) (Supp. V 1975).

R T LI

of jObS It may also include trammg'

‘designed to enhance the employability of |

individuals by upg'radmg baalc skllls Ce
® On- the-_)ob trammg (OJT), [whrch] is .

‘training conducted in a8 work environment.
" designed to enablé individuals to leatn & =
“bona fide skill and/or qualify for a
particular oecupatlon through demonstra- L
‘tion and practice. .
“individuals at the entry level of employ- .

.OJT may involve

ment or be used to upgrade present
employees. into occupatlons requiring
higher skills. . L

o Work expemenoe, [whlch] is & short-
term and/or part-timé work assignment

. with a public employer or a pnvat,e non- .
profit employing agency and is designed, -
to enhance the employability of individu-

120 29 C.F.R. §95. 88(15(1976) (effectwe July 28,
1976) _

..-g
¥
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"

als who have either never worked or who'
recently have not been working in the -
- competitive labor. populatnon for an ex-

" tended penod'of time, .12t

12229 C.F.R. §95. 33(ANAXiii)

The regulamons further dwcnb;: work

experience activities in terms of actlvmes
for youth and adults. Work Gchmme
activities for youth include part-time
employment for students attending

~ school, short-term employment for stu-
~dents during the summer,

employment for out.ofsschool youth ad-

: JU‘%UT]Q‘ to a work setting and in transition
from school to employment, short-term -

employment for recent graduates, and

short-term or part-time employment for

thdse youth who Hive na definite occupa-
tional goal.12?

Work ex;wrieﬁce for adults includes
‘part-time or short-term employment for
~ the chronically unemployed, retired per-
sons, recently discharged military indivi-
handicapped " individuals, institu-

duals,
tional residents and inmates, and others
who recently have not been working in

" the competitive labor) populatmn for ex-

tended periods of time.123

Clearly, the regulations allow prime =

sponsors the flexibility to design their
training and manpower services programs
to meet the needs not only of new

entrant3 to the labor force, but also of
persons who have wotked and whose skills
may need upgrading. The Commission

found, however, that many prime sponsors -
did not consider the tfaining and manpow-

12129 C.F.R. §95.83(dX1) (2) and (4) (5) (effective
July 26,1976).

26, 1976).

_.-‘. - .. | x,.?‘_.‘

short-term

(1976) (effective July

!

all age

I pr()gram persons under 22 comprised

‘more than half of all enrollees in fiscal -
‘years 1975, 1976, and 1977, although they
represe,nted approx1mately 34 to 85 per-
cent of the unemployed populatlon each -
year. {See table 4.8.) |

~ Review of prime sponsors’ Title I com-

prehensive manpower plans indicated that

extensive participation by youth under 22

"is planned by program administrators and

is not merely the result of choices made by
ehglble individuals: As part of their plans,
prime sponsors must identify the sng'mfl—
cant segments of the population most in
need of services in their jurisdictio
set forth the number of individuals to be

served from esch seg'ment 12¢ Commmission

staff found, in its review of Title I plans

for the six sites visited in the field study,
that youth were identified as a pnonty in
five of the six sites. In the sixth site, .
general categories (economically disad-

vantaged, welfare recipients, heads of

household, veterans, and former manpow-

er trainees) had been chosen, but the

manpower plan noted . that w1thm these
categories, women and youth have special

problems and, by implication, deserve

special assistance. Other age groups were’
identified as Title I priorities in three

123 29 C.F.R. §95. 38(d)(4)(1v) (1978) (effective July
26, 1976). '

124: 29 C.F.R. §95 14(h)(2)(1)(A)(2)(v) and (ii) (1976)
(effective July 26, 1976).
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ons and

er servioe&programs to be appropnat/e for
groups.. Rather, they considered
such activities to be appropnate for youth.
~Similarly, public service employment Was. .
not consldered an activity appropriate for-
all age groups, but for “employab]e |
persons between 22 and 44. As shown by
_ the national data on enrollees in the Title
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| sites: hngh school dropouts 22 t0 44 | in one
| site persons 25 to 34 in another site, and
~ older workers in a third site. As shown in

“table 4.9, the number of persons projected
to be .trained in these other age groups
~was considerably lower than the number
estabhshed for youth,

o In contrast only one pmme sponsor in. .
‘the six sites 1dent1fxed youth or any other .
-+ specific age group as a Vsignificant seg-

ment” to whom the Title IT and Title VI
pubhc service employment rograms
- would be targeted. Concentration
“ serving heads of households, veterans, and
- economically dlsadvantaged persons o

" This selection of dlfferent age g'roupa a8
“significant segments” {n the Titles I, II,

sponsors considered Title I programs more
. appropriate for young persons and Title II

140

Was on .

- “older population” (meani -
" their late 20s) but that doing so would -

- result in tremendous pressure from low-
~ income parents, He defended his training
and VI programs suggests that the prime -

"

| and VI for other non-age-baaed egro ps.
A.ll of the prime sponsors identifi youth

as an important target group, but focused

~on them only in the training program.
- Prime sponsors and others also stated in

interviews and. testimony that traini mg
was an activity appropriate for youth'
that public sérvice employment was for
“emploxable” persons between 22 and 4.

The dlrector of tie ng*-Snohomlsh'-,
Manpower Consortium stated that 45 °
percent of the participan;a in hiy Title I
program were 14 to 15, and that his
agency ‘was trying to move toward the
ng persons in

-program s emphasis on t'g'outh , saying that -
it is normal to start at

dealm training for young persons—high

,__-‘\.-;\';'1 - ‘ |
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L Tebiedd
... Tites 1,11, and Vi Progra

~

nt Begments Seleated for

Source: * Title I—Jackson M
sortium, CETA Program Planning
Summary, Januaty 15 to Saptembar 30, 1977.

n Alamo Manpower Consonium CETA Title
© King-8nohomish Manpower Consornium, CETA-Titla
4 Giate of Maine, ONice of the Governor, CATA Titia
~mayor's Oflice, Gty of 8t. Louis. CETA Thtle | and Titia
* City of Chicago, Mayor's Otlice of Manpower, CETA Titla ! and Thie |

L

anpower Conaortium, CE_?A Program Planning S
Summary. July 1. 1974, lo September 30,

1 Titla i, and Title VI frogram St
I Mrogram Stetus Summary,

1977, “Title Vie-Jackson Manpowser

o .

R

ummnryOct 1_;97: fb S;p.t. _30:1_977.' Ylilo -il»alucklon Manpowaer Con- .
Consortium, CETA Program Planning .. ..
alus Summaii. OctovarT, 1978, to March 31, 1324

Juty 1, 1978, 10 September 30. 1976. .- Co C .
i and Titie !l Program Planning Summary, Octodar 1, 1978, to Septenibe? 30, 1077

il Program Planhing Summévy, Octoder 1,:1878, to September 30, 1977

I Program Status Summary. Januer) 1, 1977, 6 March 31, 1977,

. T Tined “Tite Ul - Mewt .

: : . - Ne.od . . of . ‘No.ot -
- Slte Significant Segments  Persons Significant Segments - . s Significant Segmeits - Pereons .
Jackson, “Unemployed Heads of 458 Unemployed Malie Healls 83 AFDC -~ 134
Misslssippi* Hauaehoid of Housghold - _ Other Title VI st

AFDC Raeclipients 488 .\Jnemplayed Female 28 Requirgments L
Youth 18-21 860 ~T::Heads of Household ‘ Blacks 1681
Economically - » 1375 . ' : S
. - Disadvantaged. . o
Veterans ) 61 o
High School Oropouts =~ 120
{22-44) . . _
San Antonlo. Heads of Household 3973  Heads of Household 810 '-Ho‘fdi of Household =~ 848
Texas" Handicapped 280 Disadvantaged - 208  Disadvantaged 480
Public Assistance 545  Veterans 400  Veterans 281
Recipients ' ' ' S
’ Veterans 1166
AFDC Reciplents 788 ‘
Disadvantaged - 1368
- Youth (18-21) :
~ Ex-offenders - 407 . +
" King-Snohomish Minorities 6173 Persons Unem- Not . . -Persons Unem- Not '
County (Seattle, Wwomen 8310 ployed 15 weeks Available ployed 15 weeks  Avallable
Wash.)°® Persons 18-24 9012 Low-income _ Low-income’ - ’
Persons 25-34 2290, Discouraged Workers Discouraged Workers
State of Maine*’ Economicatiy Dls- 2547  Economically Dis- - 818  Not Avallable Not Available
T - advantaged T advantaged ' :
Weliare Recipients ?esee Welfare Reclpients 161
Heads of Household 2123  Heads of Household - 209
Veterans 283  Veterans 1681
Former Manpower 282 Former Manpower 108
Trainees . Trainees . '
St. Louis . Underempioyed 1918  Former Manpower 217 Nat Available - Not Avallable
Missourl* Wellare Recipients 1600 Trainees ' ' . -
RS - Youth and Others 2300  Veterans T 242
Unemployed ' 2800  Disadvantaged. . 329 ‘.
- Veterans . 320 - Weltare Recipients " _13’4 _ _
Chicago, Wiack \ . 9845 ° Minoritles . : 2350 - Not Available ~  Not Avallable
IMnols* Spanish-American 2203 . Waeliare Raciplents T8 0 L S C
A Youth 16-21 - 6608  Veterans - 1130°
" Older Workers 2203 Heads of Household 900
BT : . Youth ' 810 .
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R community colleges:

_- " school dropouts, young blacks, and fe- =
" males—in part because skills conters and
$hat provide training
- are focused on younger persons.13 Data -
“~ for this site showed that 53.7 percent of

~ Title I enrollees were under 22 and that 82
ci _peroent were under 19 |

{.,

William Haltigan, Admlmatrator of the

"Employment and Training Administration

"+ of the Department of Labor in San'; |
R Franclsco, teatifled |

- J[in 'I‘itle I, on the natlonal baals,

. [there is a preponderance of people

~ served who are reall very young
: people under the age o 20

1 think that what this reflects -isi that
in Title I.

rt of training or work
‘experience fqr young. people, ergo,

- the concentration of the clhentele m
the20and un erg'roup 126 -

“Richard Lower, with the CETA balance-
of-State p‘rogram in California, stated:

6ple tend to drift more into

thmgs like public service employment

where there is not quite’ as much

~ traditional discrimination. A person

does not assume that a 60-year-old-
~man will belong in a classroom. . . I

125 Robert McPheraon. dlrector, King- Snohomish

Manpower Consortium, interview in Seattle,
Wash., Apr., 27, 1977 (hereafber cnted as McPher-
son Interwew) o

18 William .Haltlgan testlmony, Hearing Bef(w'

the U.S. Comimiagionon Civil Rights, San Francis-

co, ‘Californta, June 27-28, 1977, vol. I, p 38

o (hereafter cited as San anmaco Hearing ).
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.decisions have been
made by pnme sponsors that & most

8l 1flcant eed 1n their areas is to
o ' " of-State program said that persons 55 or

,_-cull th;t tradltion" ‘ettitudu about‘_
- the Jolder - people. .. . ;People of -al
m« tengd to: v:iu:’:m there hd me-
e * m()l ‘man
T M ln ‘classroom training: So, our:
" data for the first six mont of this
fiscal year, which started in October,:
shows that in Title I, which i wheref_
we have our residuai inter-:

. est in youth, we have 18 peroent of =
3 the total aerved &reover 56 187 o

: Mr Lower 8" balanoe-of—State prog'ram: ':'
* data were not unlike that reported forthe

San Franciseo - prime sponsor ag'ency s

Title I program. They showed that in the =
San Francisco program 45" percent of

fiscal year 1976 Title I enrollees were”

‘under 22 and only 1.8 peroent were 55 or"-_ .

over

A

- A program planner for Maine's balanee-

over are not considered in the planning for
typical Title T programming. He added
that training is not necessarily the ap-

proach to use with older workers—that

public service employment is a better

alternative.38 Another member of the . .-

State staff said that it had been decided to-
place more emphasis on youth because
youth are politically more visible and the.
structure of the Title I program lends
itself to youth—-work experience is not
suited to persons 40 or over and on-the»—.)ob -

training is hard for people 18 to 24.13 At o
i Rlehard Lower Testlmony, San anctaco '_ ’

Hearing, p. 64.

- 1% John Dorrer, CETA planner, Mame Bulanee-*-

- of-State CETA- Program, interview in Augusta, .
Me., May 28-24, 1977 (hereafter cited as Dorrer‘ o

' Intervnew)

130 Peter Thllbodeau, program development and
training coordinator, Muine Balance-of-State

148 o




»

this- site, 386 percent of the Title I
‘enrollees in fiscal 1976 were under 22, 4.8
percent were 45 to. 54 and 24 percent
-were b6 or over. =

<

The dlrector of program development

N
o

’ d
R .
Ml
%

and administration for the ng-Snohom-‘

ish Manpower Consortium said that per-
sons 14 and 15 are likely to participate in

in-school programs; persons 16 and 17 are

likely to be in work experience programs;
and people 17 to 21 in vocational training.

Persons of other ages, she said, have other

- expectations and needs.. Although she did

not elaborate on what these expectations
‘and needs might be, she also gavé no

need & -desire to partlclpate in tl‘ammg_'-'
programs to a

should be expected -for different age"
groups as a result. However, staff deter-
mined that little information is available
on the subject in general. Department of
Labor staff, in fact, reported to Commis-
sion staff that neither the Department

nor the National Commission on Manpow-" |

‘er Policy has conducted directly or

_indication that. the prime sponsor had
* attempted to address them through the .

trammg program.130

Orientation to youth was also shown by
the way in which programs were operated.
- For -example, at one site, Commission -
staff noted that the traihing facility. had -
hall monitors and that written passes

,were required for program applicants to
move about the building. 13!

The Department of Labor, in comment-
ing on this aspect of the Commission’s
- findings, stated that the inference that

older persons are discriminated against in .
training programs may be accurate_but .

that the Commission presented no docu-'_

mentatron to show that older workers-

CETA Program, “interview in Augusta, Me. Ma) _
23-24, 1977 (’nereafter cited as ihodeau lnter'
view).

120, Jean Hoerschelman,. dxrettor Program Devel

l\J)ment and Administration, King-Snohomish
anpower Consortium, interview in Seatile,

_ , Apr., 27, 1977(hereafter cited as Hoerschul-
man Interview).

131 Alfrieda James, center manager,- CF"I‘A Ser-

vice Center, interview in San Antonio, Tex., Apr.,

28, 1977 (hereafter cited as James Iptcrvxew)

' through contract any research by age on |

who .needs training or on the varying
training needs of different age groups.!33
This lack of information was also noted by
Sécretary of Labor Ray Marshall when he

.told the Commlsmon

present aVallable findings, data,

and beliefs” are inadequate for a

complete understanding of the prob-

lems of the older worker and-do not

provide an adequate base upon which
o determmeeqhe effectiveness and

impact of federally-assisted programs - B

on these workers :

-

¢ To obtsin new knowledge and
| analytlcal findings useful to the for-
- mation of future plans and recom-

mendations for improving services to -

older wOrkers the Employment and
132 Donald Elisburg, Awstant Secretary for Em-

ployment Standards, U.S. Department of Labor,

memorandum to Sherry Hiemstra, Feb. 21, 1978,

133 Margaret Fishman, manpower development

specialist, Division of Natlonal Training Programs,

Office of National Programs, Employment and

“Training Administration, U.S; Department of

Labor, telephone l'nterwew m “Wash., DC June, = '

1978;

143

greater extent than theydo -
now,132 The Commission had. at'oempted to .-
- locate information on the extent to which. -
‘different age groups need training and .
‘whether different participation rates . ..:




Braining Admlmstratlon ‘has con-

tracted with the American Institute
~of Research to prepare a research and

~.development . strategy concentrating. -
- on the employment-related pmblems'

of older workerg, 134

. The contract to whlch Secretury Mar-
shall makes reference has produced a

‘report that identifies trammg 4s an area

where additional research is indeed necks--

" _gary. Entitled Final Report: Research and =~
- Development Strategy on Employment-Re-

lated Problems of Older Workers, the
report cites several studies that have
shown training to be effective for older

workers, that older men tend to complete. a

their training programs more often than

younger trainees, and that training of

~ older workers results in a lower dependen-
cy on social welfare payments than non-
~ trainees of the same age.!3 The report
concludes that these studies “suggest the
value of a greater Departmental program

emphasis on the training and retraining of

underemployed older workers (or jobseek-
ers)—accompanied, if hecessary, by appm—

& pr iate e\aluatxons 7136

The report also qtateq that “older
workers tend to be less interested than
younger anes in learning new skills, or in

o partncnpatmg in job training programs to

~ obtain a different kind of job.” It states,

~ however, that this fact “should not- de-
© tract from”the further fact that substan-

" tial portions” of these adult and’ o]der
pemonq nevertheless are mterested in

134 Mamhall Testimony, Waehmgt(m D(‘ Hmr
ing, p.60.+ '

95 Harold L. Shoppard Final Report. Reemrch'

and Demonstration Strategy on Employment-Re-
- lated Problems of Older Workers (Washington,

144

.im‘“ing " To support this point, the report -

quotes figures from a 1974 Harris Survey

in- which nearly half of the employed 40- .~~~
‘to 54-year-oldé in the survey; 87 percent of - - -

those 85 to 64, and 21 percent of those 66
to 69 expressed an interest in learnmg

‘new gkills or participating in job training =~
programs to- obtain different kinds of =
_jobs.137 The report quotes the conclusion ‘_

of the Hams Survey .

. There i8 apparently & serious need in -
‘thls country today for career plan-
~ ning” and job training programs for

people of all ages. . .goverriment and o

the private sector. have until
- -aimed their job training ef orts_'
where the demand is greatest: among
g)eople in their 20's and 80’s.
att is study reveals, however, is a
substantial demand for similar pro- .
grams by peop]e m\thelr 40’s, 50's and
'60’s. 138

Thm poqmon was supported by Laune
Shields, national coordinator of the Alli-
ance for Displaced Homemakers who told
the Commission:

- ‘We know that thel‘e are approxnmate-
ly 3.8 million women' right now in the
country who fit the “definition [of .

dlsplaced homemaker]; “we know , =~

there's a pot_entlal of 15 million more.

. ....These people are not job read-
Y. . .nor d_o_the know where to_seek,
- the programs tﬁat do exist, presum-

ably, to help them

. Dpe. Amencan Institute for Reqearch 1978) pp.
185:86. .- | o
- 138- Thid,, p. 188. ' - L L
137 Thid.

138 Ihid.




"0 ™. Armando
“ the US Commission on Civil Rtghta ‘Denver .

But éven' it they ‘do know, they'
because both society -
~and their own feeling has oonditioned-
- them to- believe; that their work. - s -
bound by the home and therefore out

in the world is something else. They- , ' fior of Colorada’s 8 Pﬂd al CETA Grant* |

Prognm. said that the concentration on
* those between 22 and 44 was characteris-
tic of the CETA prog'mms in’ Denver and - -

o are not job n

‘don't think their skills are transfera-
ble; soclety tells them they are not 19

Deeplte the relatlve lack of informatxon

on the magmtude of need for training by -

older werkers, it seems clear that there

are oldet workers who need and would -

“benefit - from training opportunities. In-
deed, without evidence to the contrary, it

~ seems entirely reasonable to assume that
older workers in a society with continously

_ changing technological requirements and

demands have needs for training on a par

. with ofher age groups.

As stated earher the Commlemon found

Tthat in the Titles II and VI programs,

prithe sponsors concentrated on enrolling
persons between the ages of 22 and- 44,
because, they said, persons in this age

group are considered to- ‘be within the .
“prlme workmg age” range and regarded'

employable

National data on Title II and Tltle VI

~ show that in fiscal year 1976, 64 pereent of

~ the enrollees in each of the two programs

were in the 22 to 44 age category. State |
and local program administrators uni-
. formly congeded that their Title II

Title VI p\hhc service employment pro-
.grams were .concentrated..6n this age
' greup. They }ttnbuted the high levels of

- 138 Layrie, Shields Testtmony, San Francwco
Heamy, pp. 25-26.
Qun'oz testimony, Heanng Beforc

7 EETE

em'ollment ln the.

pmcmm to the Tact
that highelt priority,in pluoed on “primry,

: worldng m" individuula.

Armnndo Quiros directer of the Gover-

the State. He said further that adminis-';-’i

_trators focus on “employable” persons, .
'meanmd those that “{ndustry will pickup

on” and “pus-to . once the recession

‘fades.” He added that these were persons
and 44, not older
Quimz, youth L

between the ages of
workers. According 194
too face mmllar pre.blejna 140

Wllham Halfigan, in the Department of

Labor’ a San Franclsoo Offloe, testifled

.. .in terms of [enrollment m] Tltlea

II and VI, of that proportion for the

. very young, lt drops to something leas
.. than 20 percent, with: the biggest

group being in the age group from -
ahout 20 to 44 and then dropping off

quite subet.antlally in the older ages.

“In the Titles II and VI. . .I think it's
basically a reflection of the economic
downturn we've had in the years

~sinee 1975 where the p\mponderanee. _

- of people unemployed really in -
the prime working age so to speak, 20 -

. througlbu 14 [emphaals added] )

" Colorado, July 28-29, 1977, vol. I, p. 196-97

(hereafter cited as Denver Hearing).

‘141 Haltigan Testimony, San Franciaco Hearmg,

p. 88.

&
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Eumoe Eltoh director of the ‘Mayor’s

Office of Employment and Training in

San Francmco, tdld the Commiaslon

The ma_)onty of Tltle II and VI""

partlclpants are: oertaml¥ in the 22 to

44 age group, There is

“ . number in th922to25
.. big lump is in the mi

_head of household, and this is proba-

bly the result of our.giving prlonty to

heads of households. @

robably. The

[

‘She added that other factors contributed
to the bulk-: of program enrollees bemg
ag‘ed 22 to 44

a smaller

le years, the

*1976 enrollées in the Title u ind Title vI
progra, m’ Nlpectively, are between 22
b and 44 |

s

| 'l‘hus, because prime aponsom narrowly RN
‘interpret training to be for persons under :
22 and public service employment to be ..
.for persons 22._to 44 whom they consider =
“employable,”. potential and actual enrol- -
"lees are limited because of their age in the :

- types of assistance they can receive or
- expect to receive,’ and some age groups
" are not perceived as flttmg into etther-

Takmg just the Tltle II and VI

progmms we have a pnomt;\]r
veterans, a. very strong .pus
~ service to Vietnam-era veterans. Whi-
le my contemporaries of the World
War I¥ period come ffom the older
worker category, the Vietnam-era

for
for

veterans substantially do not.. They -
are the young persons in“the 25 to 44

range. hat
tion, the pnomtles thmt weattempt to

as an impact. In addi-

glve people in the program of aid to
milies with dependent children au-.

tomatically throws them into the
middle age range. In the Title I

program 20 percent of our partici--
pants aré in AFDC families. They will °

necessarily be persons who are depen-

- dents or the head of households who

is in the middle years.!+¥

percent and 80. 3 percent of Lhe fiscal year

142 Eunice Elton Testimony, San [, mnmem Hear-
~ tng, p. 56..

143 Ibid., pp. 56-57. '
. 14429 C F‘R §95.33(a) (1976) (d‘fecuve July 26,
1976) _

_~146

CateB‘Ol'y

Porformanoo 8tandardo

The Title 1, Title II, and Tltle o

programs under the Comprehenswe Em-
ployment and Training Act all emphasize.

‘the importance of placing individuals in

employment not subsidized under the act,
and programs are evaluated in part on'

their success m meetmg thls goal

Federal regulatzons for Tnt]e I prowde
that program activities should be primari-
ly directed toward the placement of-
individuals in unsubsidized employment,

yeither directly as a result of intake and

assessment or indirectly through the
provision of training or services.!44 The
Title I camprehenswe manpower plan
submitted by each prime sponsor must set
forth performance goals for its pro-
gram.!43 With regard to these perfor- -

| ' mance goals, Federal regulations provide
~ Data for San Franc1sco show that 80 4

N

that the plan must include a statement of
the specific client, training, and occupa-

- 145 29 U.S.C. §815(a) 1XA) (Supp. V 1975). See also.

29 C.F.R. 895.]4 (1976) (effective July 26, 1976) for
the speclflc parta of the plan in which prime
nsors must. relate their occupatlonal gogls,~
p cementg‘oals and the like. _ _ '

'



tional ‘goéla “and - objectives" the -'primé"

.sponsor intends to. accomplish and a
discusston of the planned placement goals

- as well as a description of the placement

. and followupsmechanisms and procedures
- tobe used.!

Tltle I pnme gponsor applicants, as part
of their plans, must submit specific infor-
mation on the pumber of persons they
plan to enroll in the programs, the total
number of terminations they expect, and,

within that category, the total who are

“expected to enter employment (broken out
by direct and indirect placements), other
Fositive terminations (that is, persons
eaving the program to enter full-time
academic or vocational schools, the Armed
Forces, or enroll in a program supported
under another CETA title or a manpower
program not supported under CETA), and
~ nonpositive terminations. 147

In reviewing grant applications for
Title I, one factor a Regional Administra-
tor must consider is whether the perfor-
mance goals in the application, mcludmg
“those for placement, are reasonable -in

light of past program experience n)the E

same @r similar activities and the docu-
" mentation prowded by the prime spon-
sor. 148

146 29 C.F.R. §95.14(bY2Xi}NB) (1976) (effective
July 26, 1976). |

1wy S, Department of Labor, Forms Prepara-
tion Handbooks .

4% 29 C.F.R. §95. 17(bX4) (1976) (effectlvo July 26,
1976). .

149 29 C.F.R. §988(a) : |

150 U:8S., Department of Labot, Employment and
Trammg Administration, Field Memorandum No.
224-76: Formal Performance Agsessment of Prime

L Sponsgors for Funding FY£977 CETA Grants, Jan

B T LI S T R AR SRR

- Once an a'pplic_ati'o'n i8 fﬁndéd;-the- prime -

sponsor, on a quarterly basis, must submit
information on the actual number of

enrollments_and _terminations, mcluding o ﬁf

the total number of ‘individuals plaoed in
unsubsidized -employment at termination

from the project, together with the same
information as it was estimated in the P
plan.!4® This information is then usedin-a  *
" formal performanoe assgssment. conducted

by the appropriate regional office, which

has been the basis for designating prime
sponsors for the next fiscal year.!50 The
performance criteria used in fiscal year
1976 involved review of six areas of
program performance, which included the
administrative cost rate, accrued expendl-
tures in the various types of training,
enrollment in the various types of train-
ing, the total number of persons entering
employment, the entered employment
rate, and the nonpositive termination rate.
Specific targets for these areas were not
set; regional officials were to identify any
significant deviation (less than 15 percent)
from the p_lanned performance goals.151

The Title II and VI programs also
emphasize placement of individuals in
unsubsidized employment. The act pro-
vides that financial assistance under Title

II and Title. VI is for the purpose of -

providing transitional employment for
unemployed and underemployed persons

80, 1976. On May 8, 1978, the Department of Labor
confirmed formally that these performance rat-
ings for Title I, IT, and VI are used as the basis for
determining whcther a prime sponsor receives its
funding for the next fiscal year. A press release
announced that “ratings derjved from the assess- -
ments will determine whether a prime sponsor
receives its full fiscal year allocatlon of funds on .
October 1, when the year beg'ms
151 Ihid.

147




o
v

“in Jobe prowdmg needed pubhc pervices s

and, where feasible, traintng
power services to enable suc

The act authon“zee the Secretary of

Labor™ to establish plecement goals for

Title II and Title VI prime sponsors but

cautions that the Secretary may not

.~ impose such godls as requirements.1s®
- Federal regulations require that for Titles

I1 ‘and VI, each prime sponsor, program
agent, or subgrentee shall have.the goal

of accomplishing each year at least one of-..- L

the following:

" @ placing half of the cumulative partici-

pants’ in unsubsidized private or public -

sector employment

® placing participan’ts in half the vacan-
cies occurring in suitable occupations in a
[prime sponsor], program agent, or sub-
grantee’s permanent work force which are
not filled by pramotion from within the

agency.1s3

If a prime sponsor believes the established
goals are not feasible, he may request a
waiver from the Regional Administra-
~tor.1¥4 If a waiver has been granted,
failure t6 meet the placement goals may
not be cited ih any official review or

183 29 U.S.C. §§815(b), 962(c) (Supp. V 1978),
183 29 C.F.R. §96.38(c)(1)-(2) (1978) (effective
July 26, 1976). See also 42 Fed. Reg. 2426,
2434 (1977) (to be codified in 28 C.F.R.
$99.36). The provision does nottapply, how-

ever, to new projects or activities funded

148

and man-"
persons to
... move -into employment or training.....not.;...
" financed under the act.

eve.luetion of “the pnme sponaom pn}-

__mm 185

Deapite theae quallficationa on . the ;T-_'
- issuance and enforcement of plaoement
- goals, S

‘sponsors for Titles I, 11, and VI programs- - "
have considered the goals to be:require- -

the Commission found that prime =

ments, and ‘a8 a result, some age groups

| considered more dlfﬁcult to place in

unsubsidized employment. have. been ..

ecreened out of the program in order to

~ ensure & hlgh plaeement rﬁte

- 28, 1976); 42 Fed. Reg. 2426, 2434 (197 ( tobe : :
. codlﬁed in 29 C.F.R. §99.36). o

L
et
RS I I

.154_'

AL Douglae of the Department of.,
gionel Office in San Francisco’

'ents ‘on’ the composition of persons
pted mto CETA program

the Labor Department does ut' .
out mot absolute requirements but -
guidelines about pereentages of peo-
ple that enter that program, that we
would: like to see eng up in nonsubsi-
dized jobs. That’s, as we understand
it, the intent of Co in passing
the legislation; that Title I is to be a -

- training program and the payoff is to
.- be placement into a job. .

is the emphasis on our part basxcally :
to keep costs down and to get place-
ments up, because that is what we
believe the program is. . , [T]here’s -
no reason for any overt discnmina-.
tion, but what could impact on it, of

]

- under Title -VI.

184 29 U.S.C. §§815(b), 962(c) (Supp. V 1975)
29 C.F.R. §96.33(e)-(N (1976) (effective July

185 29 U.S.C. $4851(b), 962(c) (Supp. V 1975)

ect of placement require-- |

Y There



LT course, ll the labor market itaelf ‘the -
~ kind of Jobe available, the. n@d to
gram thos® whom
~ they believe wlp h good training they ' ..
can put out into jobs. That's a decl-'_f.ﬁf

pnme aponsor had eotgblished speclfxc

| take into the-

sion the prime makes. 188

Asked whether the pnme sponﬂor, in

order to achieve a “reasonable or seeming- -
ly effective” placement rate, would usual-

“ly:accept a younger worker in the belief
~ thigt an employer will more readily hire &
- yognger person than an older worker Mr.
- Dof las saxd .

I don’t thlnk ‘that any pnmes ever
told me that they consciously make
" that decision. But, you know, it seems

to me if you look “at data of people'
served, as Mr. Haltigan has testified
inted out,

earlier and the staff has
that the preponderance o

younger people 157

ople are

Commussxon staff were told fuftherl that

" in the Title I program, prime sponsors in

some sites, to assure that they meet their
placement goals, have required su

~ tractors to place a speclfled portion of the
persons.they train. To meet.this r@qulre-
ment, the subcontractors have, in turn,

selected as enrollees thoge persons who are
easier to place.!%® Among the persons

identified- as harder to place in employ-
ment or other training were-persons 45 or
“over.’¥® The effect of this “creaming” to
meet placement requirements is suggest-

188 Arthur Douglas Testim'on_'y, San‘anCis'c"o _:
» .

Hearing, p. 46. R

- 187 [bid; p. 46.

158 Cletus Lynch, area dlrector, Washmgton
State Employment Service, interview in Seat-
tle, Wash., Apr. 29, 1977 (hereafter cited as

: San Funciooo Seatt.le, Ch‘leago.

~awarded for Title I'activities. The. plan for

_percent, 45 to 54; 12pereent,55to64 and

ed by data“for t.hree sltu here plwement
requirements were includs

placement objectives for each subcontract

fiscal year 1977 stated -that subcontracts
would be designed to achieve the nuraber
of placements. for: which contracts were \:
awarded and that the program and activie

" ties for which contracts would be awarded -
- were simply “the means to the end,”
~ namely, placement. The plan. estabhdhod
" the objective of a 70 percent’ minimum . .

placement rate for most subcontrac- -

toM.1% Data on the age distribution of

enrollees in Title I at this site show & low .
percentage of enrollees 45 or over—2.7

0.4 percent, 65 or qybr. This is one-of the
lowest pereentage istributions of persons-
45 or over in any. of'-the nine sites visited-- |

In Seattle, Commlsslon staff were told
that agencies providing trammg under the - -
Title I program were given responsibility

- for placing the individuals they trained. If -
" individuals were not plaeed the agencies’ *

contracts would not be renewed.18! As a
result of this requirement, agencies pro-
viding training had a great incentive to
select persons who could be placed fairly

~easily. Commission -staff “were alsp told -

that persons- 45 or over were harder to =
place in unsubmdlzed employment then

Lyncthterwewl
189 Iblﬁ _ :
160 Clty and County ofSan Francnsco Ofﬁce of

......

thleI 1976 p.4 .
181 Lynch Interwew Y _



| other age groups, and oonsequently prime
sponsors “creamed” clients who were

~ easier to place,. for e-nrollmpnt in thelr-
- programs;'63 that- is, choosing apphcants
~“who are job-ready and easier to place in
unsubsndlze?l employment or,-in ‘qther
. *words, screemng out those persons inneed . .
of services who- may face serious employ- S

.ment ‘barriers. At this site, too; ‘data
showed few:- enrollees 45 or over——-27

percent were 45 to 54, 0.6 percent were 55 |

B ‘\,_.to 64, and none were 65 or over. .

anmlssmn staff were told in Ch:cago

that applicants had been accepted previ-
ously into the Title 1 program on a first-
come, first-served. basis. Beginning with

fiscal year 1977, the agency decided ta were 65 or over.: The relatwely higher
serve, ag its first pnonty persons with the

. most potential for getting and keeping a

~job..Although adoption of this."creaming”

policy was fought by some prime sponsor -

staff, the director said that once it was
- adopted, it became clear that “contractors
“who had been successful in terms of

placements had always been creaming and

this policy just took it eut of the closet.”
He said that this §licy probably did not
affect the age distribution of partlclpants

because it is done within various demo-
graphic categories and that the policy

merely affirmed commen practice.!83 Fis-
cal year 1976 data on Title I enrollees,
however, ghow that all age groups were

not equally affecwd only 11.6 percent of -

the Title I enfollees in Chicago were under
19 and only 7 percent were 45 or over.

162 I bid. T

o David: Cohen, director of program dovolop—
ment, Mayor's Office of Manpower, interview in

- Chicago, I, May 16, 1977 (hereafter cited as
Cohen I_nto_rvicw). BT o

O N

" In announcing the availability A Titel

funds for fiscal year 1976, the Mayor' 8
Office of Manpower in Chioago issued a

-notioe -that -suboontractors--would -be re- - - L
~ quired to meet these plaoement goals in
| orderooreoenve funds | ) :

’
‘ LS

:cies’ who wish to app

Y, thus only
~“those who meet the

target of transi-

" tioning at least half the workers hired )

* to perrhanent. jobs will be considered
for refundmg 184 _

’I‘he dlstnbutlon of persons 46 or over in .-
the Chicago:Title I program was. 7 per- -

cent: 8 percent of enrollees were 45 to 54, o

- 1.6 percent were 55 to 64, and 2.4 percent

percentage of persons 65 or over in this
_program may. result from a special older
-worker program set-up by the city under
‘which 500 part-time jobs were created for
workers 62 and over.18> oy

~ The fact that g der persons are consid-
¢red harder ace and that this influ--
ences placement goals: for Title I pro-
grams and enrollnrent in those programs
was further -demonstrated in Jackson,
Mississippi. For fiscal year 1977, the Tltle -
I CETA plan for Jackson established, as
program goals, specific placement rates_
for each type of activity supported under
its Title ] program. Placement rates of 50
percent or more were established for adult
basic. educatign;:. on-the-job training for
high school ‘dropouts, classroom training,
and on- the—;ob’trammg However, & place-

144 Clty of Chicago, Mayors Office of Manpower,
Report: “Planning Councﬂ Expands Traihing and
Employment ngramf vol. 3, no. 2(19‘76), p2 -
165 Thid.

: 'There is a long walbm% hst of agen- e



.,..{J . |

ment rate of 15 percent was set for a work:
experience. program -for .older persons.
This low placement rate was expccted the

plan ssid;-“due to age handicaps,’ Thus,. .
the agency had decided that older persons
would possibly be more difficult to place

and had dealt with this possibility by
isolating older persons in a separate, part-
time, work experience program. It seemed
likely that subcontractors would be reluce-
tant to bring oldeg persons into the other
programs, which had much higher place-
ments rates, when those individuals were
recognized as diffiéult to place. 186

’

The plan notcd that recrmtmcnt and

preselection of trainees would be per-
‘formed by each contractor or subcontrac-
tor and that the employment service,
which was responsible for all placements,
would certify sereened applicants as eligi-

~ ble. It stated further that “target groups,

are found in each contractor’s plan and
each contractor will attempt to meet these
goals,” and “maximum ef forts will be
made,
components” and/or elimination of .con-

tractors if necessary, to meet grant

goals, "7 Although specifie information

was not available to determine whether

- subcontractors were, in fact, reluctant to
enroll older perSons in programs, other
than the work experience program, data

for the site show a very low percentage of

enrollees 45 or over:
to 54; 1.7 percent,
percent, 65 or over.

2.5 percent were 45
55 to 64; and 0.8

Manpower; Consortium,
Cpp. 16 21

&
Federal employment program

164 Jackson! Missj
Title I CETA Pla
67 Ihid,, p. 23.

i Judith Ball,

~4|pp1
for Fiscal Year 1977

including redesign of prog‘ram'

In fulflllmg the phwement goals; pnme‘ :
sponsors are -dependent on private. and
public. employers, who in their hiring may

discriminate against certain persons on '

the basis of their age. (This is diseussed in
greater detail later in the chapter.) Conse-

quently, prime sponsors target their pro- C

grams ‘toward those age groups- that
private and puhlic employers are willing

to hirg. The data on Title 11 and Title VI,

as stated earlier, show concentratlonsfof
enrollees in the 22 1o 44 age range and in "

excess of -their representation in the.

unemployed population.

It appears that some aganqnes try to
take into account the reluctance of some
employers to hire certain groups of per-
sons; for example, the ng County Public .
Employment program in Seattle, Wash-
ington, developed a numeric coring
system that rated agencies requesting
funds on the basis of whether they
committed themselves to ahsorb CETA
participants into their own work, force and
the extent to which they had met commit-
ments to place individuals in prior years.

" The county gave extra credit to applicants

who agreed to attempt to hire persons
from.any of the following groups: poor
people who are older wora ers, offenders,
handicappgd persons, mi orities, youth
Vietnam veterans, public assxqtancg reci-
pients, or 15-week unemployment mqqr--

ance rec1p1<,nts 164

'I‘hc Sccret,ary of Labor, in response to
written questions submitted. by the Com-
mmmn indicated that the Department is

udmmmtrutor King County Public Employment
Program, interview in Seattle, Wash., Apr. 28,
1977 (he srenfter cited s Ball Interview).

151



\“aware ]at a creammg problem does
exist” and is “making an effort to elimi-
.~ nate it.” He further stated that - “pnme

8ponsors. should-not feel a need to ‘cream’
"= in making participant selections-in, order.
to achleve a satnsfactory evaluatlon AL T

\

As mdxdaé? earlier, under the ’I‘ltles I,

e falrly extensive discretion to choose what
groups of the population they will empha-

gize and' the types of training and jobs

SR they will provxde Commission staff deter-__,'j'
mined'that prime sponsors make decisions:

in these areas that exclude or dlscourage
some age groups from partnexpatmg in

. their programs

- How prlme sponsors determme what
persons in the population are' unemployed_
or would be potentially eligible for servic-
‘es influences who they serve and how they

desxgn their programs. In Maine; Commis- -

~* sion staff found that the balance-of-State
© prime sponsor determined the number of
- unemployed persons in the eligiblé popula-

tion by estimatmg the number of persons -

between the ages of 14 and 65. Persons’
over 55 were not included in the assess-

ment, although older workers (45 or over) _'

were 15 percent of job seekers in the area

~in fiscal year 1976. Neither the planner for.

the prime sponsor agency nor other staff
membeérs knew why the age 55 limit was

. used. 10 The effect of planning’ based on -

: 189 Ray Mamhall Secretary of Labor, Jetter to
Arthur S. 'Flemming, Chairman, U.8.: Commission
on Civil Rights, Nov. 15,1977, question B (hereaf

ter cited as Marshall Letter).

1o Dorrer Interview. See algo Thllxxleau TInter-

- view { (

162

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

[Kc I .

e

" the’ unemployed population between 14 =
. and 55 ‘is.suggested by ‘the- participant .-
data for the site, which show that only 24 o
percent-of Title T enrollges were- 85 or -
~over, and 4.9 and 8.8 percent-of Titles II" " "
and VI enrolleee, respectively, were 85-or .-
I - over. (See table 4.10.) However, the data
e Prognm Admlnlemton Polleln ahd - “for Maine do not differ subatantially from -'_'
o Pr.cﬂm | - other areas that do-not expressly exclude .
| those over 54 in their plannmg (See table Y
. ‘4 6) -
11, and VI programs, prime 8ponsors have

1'.

Commxsslon sta,ff learned in St I.oms

cut~off for ‘training at one of

percentage of Tige I en

44 age group tha’mMy of the other sites

* that age 22 had been #et as the general -
lower |
the skills centers with -which the prime
sponsor contracted. When asked the rea-
“son for the -age llmltatlon ‘the field
serVices coordinator at the center replled
‘that she had been told that “22 was hased . -
- on research.”1"! St. Louis had a higher . .
leesinthe 2 to

visited —57.6 peroent (See table 4.6) Some - 3

other prime sponsors estimated the unem-

ployed - population by determining the
number of persons between 16 and 64,
Persons under 16 and 65 or over were not
counted for purposes of planmng andl _'

deslg‘mngprog’rams e
At several pomts durmg the study,

Commigsion staff were told that discrimi-. -

nation .on the basis of age often results.
‘from the types of jobs and. trammg that

prime_sponsors and their program agents

elect to provide. With regard to public.
;se}'Vlce employment T*tle II and Tltle \28 o

111 Riola Interview. |
172 City of St. LOUIS Title I CETA Plan for F‘N‘Cdl

Year 1977, pp. B-85 and C-8; State of Illinois,
Governor's Office of Manpower ahd Human
Development, Title / CETA Plan fm F'mml Yea;
1977, pp. 1818, = _
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" require the px"i.me'Spbnsorﬂ to a.ssure that

- not more than one-third of the partlcl-
‘pants in'a prog'ram,mll be employed in a
- bona fide professional capacity, except- in

B the case of classroom teachers or wanvers_'

of this limitation by the Secret.ary 173 and

._-that no job will be filled in other than ah

~entry level position in each promotional

personnel procedures and collective bar-
gaining agreements has been achieved.!7

Federal funding for public sérvice jobs.is

7 limited to a full- time maxnmum rat,e of

o 310000 175

- The fact that most posmons are entry-

E level positions was cited repeatedly to

- Commission- staff as a reason why more.

older workers do not participate in the

173 29 U.S.C. $§845(cX &Mc) (Supp. V 1875).
174 29 U.S.C.A. §845(cX
29 U.8.C. §962(c) (Supp. V 1975)

(West Supp. 1977,) and

: ~'publlc employment programs Martm Fla— R

hive, & senior policy analyst for the City =
“and County of Denyer, said that with few =
: _.exceptlons, publi¢ o
_positions were low status, dead-end, -

“service employment

“and/or heavy labor jobs and entry-level

clerical Jobs He pomted out that these'j

| t fj be
ling ‘until compliance with applicable ypeao 1

v may deter a person who has
- worked a lifetime in responsible,
meanmgful and reasonably presti-
‘gious endeavors from going to that .
. They offer little range of
-advanoement to. . .responsible and-_.. L
They entail in = -
many cases conmderable physical o

work. .
well-paying work. .

.exertion.

11 29 USC HB45(a)), 962(c'),(8_upp= v 1,9.75>- |

183




TMr. F'lahwe added that such jobs "are"
~ mnot. . .the kind that a person with mean-
'.ing'fu] work experience and perhaps the

- responsibility of @ family can afford to or-

o wﬂl chose to tuke.”"178

The types of JObG avallable at the fxeld

- study sites supported Mr. Flahive’s obser-
.~ .. vation. Staff of two prime sponsor agen-

“cles sa.id that most public service jobs in
their Areas were entry-level positions and,

They also sakl that these positions fre-
quently involved “strenuous physical ac-

tivity” that limited the number of apphca-_

tions from older workers.177.

@ The limited avanlabnhty of part-time

‘work was also raised as a possible deter-

“rent to older apphcants The Comprehen--
sive Employment and Training Act pro-
vides for part-time jobs for individuals

who, because of age, handicap, or other

factom would be unable to work full"

time.!”® Title VI, in provndmg public
service jobs and determining hours of

s j_work for eligible persons, states that each

- prime sponsor shall take into account the
household support obligations of the men
and. women applying for such jobs and

shall give special consideration to such

- alfernative working arranhgements as
flexible hours of work, shared time, and

part-time jobs for eligible persons, partic-

“ularly for parents of young children and
for 6lder persons.17® .

178 Martin Flahive thlmonv, Denver Heamnq
pp. 191-92.

T Edward Gareia, director, Emergency Ium,rloy :

"ment Act Office, interview in San Antonio

- Apr. 29, 1977(hereaf{prutul a8, (mmu Interview);

Kellv Iht( rview:
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| Commiasionnt&ff 'faﬁﬁd" tﬁat‘“partf-_' rt-time -
\employment was available at only two of

the six sites that were visited during the

-field study: In:San Antonio, 40 slots were -~ - )

reported to be set aside for . veterans

_ dttending school full time. All other
positions were full time.180 The director of W .-

public service employment in St. Louis

‘stated. that there was a demand among'.‘ o
persons already retired for part-time =
" work, but the city had made a décision -

as a result, older persons did not apply.

that all public service: employment posi-

tions would be full time. The reason for .-

this decision, he said, was that the admm-
istrative costs of carrying two people part

time exceeded the costs of carrying one
 person full time. He also said that4gthere

were fewer supervisory dlfflcultles with

_.full tlme emp]oyees 181

The fact that pubhc service employment

- pdsmons at the sites that - Commission

staff visited were primarily full-time,
entry-level positions indicates that prime
sponsors did not tailor their programs to

‘meet the needs of persons who, the act

recognizes, may require the option of
part-time erhploymen’t older persons,
handicapped persons, and
young children, among others. It also
indicates that even where a demand for

: part-tlme work was known, consnderatlons -

other than. meeéting known employment |

needs determined the design of the pro- |
 gram.. | |

178 29 U.S.C. 9981(8)(7) Supp v 1975)
179 29 U.S.C.A. §968(d) (West Supp 1977)
180 Gareia Interview. -

181 Kelly Interview.

rents of



---Hmorlcal Paterns e

Title I of the Comprehenswe Employ-"-
" ment. and Trammg Act requires that a

prime sponsor’s comprehenswe manpower
plan

rovide(s

aerwpces and faclhtl \whlch are avail-
able..

- prlate by the prime sponsor, after
giving du€ consideration to the effec-
tiveness of such existing services and
facilities, including but not limited to,

the State employment service, State

vocational education and vocational
rehabilitation agencies, -area skills
centers; local educationa] agencies,
ostsecondary training and education
institutions,
agencies. . . 182

These are the types of agencies that
operated training ‘programs under the
Manpower Development and Training Act
(MDTA)'%3 and the Ecoriomic Opportunity
Act.13 These acts, before they were
placed under CETA, funded the Neighbor-
hood Youth Corps, the Job Corps, and a
‘work experience program for reciplents of
AFDC and other needy persons:!85 Com-

munity-based organizations were also

funded under MDTA and the Nelghbor-
BRLE 29USC §816(a)(‘3)(B)(Supp \4 1975),

13 Manpower Development and Training Act of .

1962, Pub. L. No. 87-415, 76 Stat. 23-[codified in
scattered sections of 42 U.S.C, (1970))." .

1% Economic Opportunity of 1964, Pub. L. No 88-
452, 78 Stat. 508 [cadified in scattered sections of
42U.8.C.(1970)]. -

185 Sgr A, Levitan and Robert Taggary III, Social .

- Experimentation and Manpower Policy: The Rhet-

. oric and the Reality (Baltimore: The Johns Hop-

kins Press, 1971),
Social

pp. 108-11 (hereafter cited as
entation ).

186" Sar A. Levitan and Joyce K. Zlckler\ The Quest :

.hood

for utlhzmg those

.to the extent deemed appro-

and commumty action

8 Jevitan and 'I‘aggart Socwl

' uth Corps.’” These ihcludad the
' e, Opportunities Industriali-

Urban

~ zation Centers (OIC), and Operation Ser- =
- vice,. Employment Rodevelopment

(SER) 187

The- mstitutlonal trammg actlvmea for

MDTA programs were operated-in skills

centers or in public or private schools: On-

‘the-job training was operated by unions, -

companies, trade associations, and. other

* public agenciés.!®® Neighborhood Youth.

Corps programs, which supported training
and employment for in-school youth under
21 and out-ofssehoot gouth 16 to 18, were
operated by public'schools (35.8 percent of

" the projects), community action agencies

(34.9 percent of the projects), and private,
nonprofit organizations (8.1 percent of the_
prOJects) 189 . :

Both programs placed extensive empha-
sis on youth training.-‘According to a
review of Federal manpower and work
training programs, the MDTA programs
“concentrated at first on the needs of

~ unemployed family heads with a past

history of labor force attachment. . [but]
shifted to youth.”1%0 A 1966 study of

selected skills centers funded .under

MDTA showed that over 40 pertent of the

" for a Fedetal Manpower Purtnership (Cambridge:

Harvard University Press, 1974), p. 82.
187 Eniployment and Training Re; , 1976, p. 98
rzmentatum -

pp. 108-11.

189 Sar A. Levitan, Anttpm)erty Work and T‘ramA. LR
Goals and Redlity (Ann Arbor: - .o
Institute of Labor and Industrial Relations,- 1967),-_. o
" pp. 46,49, |
%0 Sar A, Levitan and Garth L. Mangum, Fedeml S
Training and Work Programs in the Sixties (Ann' RN
Arbor: Institute of Labor and lndustdnl Re!atxons, o

ing Efforts:

1969) pp 1(}12 _ o e




- 195 Jackson, Mississippi, Many

AY

=7 partieipants’ WGre"'under' 22 and '6nly"" )

percent were over 44.1%! In addition, a

Department of Labor analysis of all of its
. ..programa operating in.1972 showed .that . .

“slmost 70 percent of all enrollees were

-' under22yearsofage”“? o

" The Department of Labor reported that
durmg the first year of the CETA pro-

gram, prime sponsors “made few- major"

" changes-from the groups that had previ-

ously supplied these services under cate-

- gorical” programs By and
K large. .

. ongonng contracts with existing operators

of major components such as classroom

trammg and work experience.”193 -

 This is supported by information ob-
tained during the field study. At two of
the six sites that Commission staff visited,
- skills centers.were the predommant deliv-

o ery agent for Title T services.’®4 Among

the maJor providers of services at other
sites were community action agencies,

o ~ public schools, and OIC and SER. 195

The effect of this contmued support of
agencies that operated programs under
- the earlier manpower programs is sug-
gested by a statement made by the

director of: program development and
~‘administration for the King-Snehomish
.Manpower Consortlum that had contract-

 wibid,

192. 118, partment of Labor Manpower Report
of the President (1978),

193 E'mployment and mmg Report, 1976, p. 97,
L 19 Mary %anada,aamstant (llrector, St. Louis

, Kgncy on Training and Employment, Arthur :

nedy Skills Center,interview in St. Louis, Mo.,

_rApr 6, 1977, (hereafter cited aa Canada Inter-‘-

view); James Interyiew.
wer _Consortlum,
Ttle I CETA Plan for Fiscal

' ”1'56_""

’od its. Title I “
already providing manpower services

.the sponsors deelded to renew.

ear 1977, pp. 24-25,

when CETA was enacted. Asked whether
this decision had restricted the age

of, persons who could be uen’ed ‘she aall)e -
that most of the training programs had =
~ . “been oriented to perpona aged 18 to. the;

) earlyzoam . I

Data available on partlclpatlon in the
- Title I program also suggest that these.
- agencies, which are f
~ cies responsible for recruiting indjviduals
“to their programs, are continuing to serve - . -
the same clientele. The Department of =
Labor reports that “Fiscal 1976 Title I
programs in general have continued to

serve persons with characteristics quite

- similgr to those of enrollees in pre-CETA

| categnrlcal prog'rama "197 Of Title I enrol- -
lees in fiscal year 1974, 68 percent were .,
to 61.7 percent in’

under 22, compared
fiscal year 1976 and 56.7 percent in 1976.

- Of the Title I enrollees in 1974, 6.2 percent
-were 48 or over, oompared

in 1976 and 6.8 pereent in 1976.198
Outruch and Roloml Actlvmu

~ Under Secretary of Labor Robert J
Brown sald in Apnl 1977 )
 CETA _provides the means to offer
older men and women valuable job
training or retraining, as well as

27 Maine Balance-of-State CETA Plan for Title I
for Fiscal Ysar 1977; King-Snohomish Manpower

. * Consortium, Listing of Title I Program Agents; '
. Califormia BaLanca—ofS‘mte CETA Planfor Titte £, - -

- pp. 21-25; Sam Dominquez, director of Manpower, *
*interview in San Antonio, Tex., Apr. 27, 1977

(hereafter cited as Dommquez lnterwew)

196 Moerschelmann Interview.

197, Employment and Trammg Report, 1977, p 48.
188 Ibid,, P 417. .

- with mnciea"_ o

requently the agen- - |

to 6.1 percent



" agencies for the establish
. system of "local employment offices intepded to

o "-fpubhc service employment But patt'
-~ of the problem stems from the fact .

that man

- -older persons no' longy
_..consider.

simply becguse t

outreach efforts are required o

prime sponsors to assure that older_ |

- people are aware of CETA services
~ and that these individuals are encour-
o aged to partncnpate 198 . e |

'Hls statement suggests that olxtreach for

~CETA programs is valuable and ‘that
“outreach-t6 older.persons by prime spon-

- ’sors would be necessary to ensure that

~ « they have an opportunity to partlclpate i
- CETA pmgrams
included in the age discrimination study, -

however,

.the Commission found little evidence of
 upy general outreach and less outreach for
rpemons _ | 2

In four of the six sites that Commission
staff visited as part of the field study, the

principal mechanism for informing unem-

-ployed and underemployed persons about

“training and public service employment
- opportunities was the State employment-

service.2® The employment servme also

LS, Department of Labor, Office of Informa-

tion, NFWS “Speech Prepared for Delivery by

Rol)_ert J. Brown, Under Secretary of Labor,
Before the 27th Annual Conference of the Nation-
al Council on Aging,” Apr. 20, 1977, p. 4. .

200 The U.S. Employment Servrce authorized by

the Wagner-Peyser Act, June 6, 1983, ch. 49, 48,

‘Stat..118 [codified at 29 USC. §49 (1970)]
'supports grants to Statg employment service
nt of a Fedcral-State

serve as a labor exchange betweén public and
private employers - and ntial employges. In
addition to matching pemons looking for work

with emplmem requests for individuals to. fil

. emselves_part of the lab r
- force—and manz do not seek. jobe -
' ey assume they will

not be -hired. That ‘means strong: .

in the sites.

i acta aa the intake polnt for. tha tmlnlng,-_."5"1"i

and public service employment program, . -::
~accepting applications for CETA training” = -
or public' service employment,-screening - -
..-'1;lndlviduala to determine whether they are .
'ellg'lble to partzclpdte in the program, and, . -
in some cases, working with employers to -7
find ungubsidised employment for CETA

enrollees.?! In all of these areas, it -

appeared that the employment. semoe

offices were doing little, if any, active
outreach to inform mdmduala,gbout the. . -
avallabnhty of CETA training and pubhc o
service employment prog'rams e

CETA staff mtervnewed at two sntes_ Y
"said that little or no outreach for available
- 'poeltlons i8 oonducted by the em%loyment o
he area..
‘director for the Washington. State Bm-
ployment Service in Seattle,.who had just .~

service agencies in their areas

been given responsibility for an outreach

program, said the staff wait for people to - .’

come to them, rather than going out to the
community . to provnde information. He
said that outreach is done on a selective

basis—when an employer has requested - .
“someone for a job.and applicants on file ;

are not quahfled for the job. He also said
that the need for training so far-outdis-

tances training resources that advertxamg

available positions, the employment service alsp
adminjsters the work test requirement for unem-
ployment benefits, food stamps, and aid to families
with dependent chlldren provides labbr market -
infornation, and pmvndes assistance to ups,
such as veterans, who have heen identified as
mmcularl\y disadvantaged in the job market, U.S,,
partment of Labor, Employment and 'I‘rammg_

~Administration, The Employment Service: An

Institutional Analysis (Washington, D.C.: Govern-
ment Printing Office, 1977), '

0! Dominquez Interview; Eell Interview; Ball
Interview; Juckson, Mississippi, Manpower Consor--
tium, Title [ CETA Plan for Fzscal Year 19‘77 Pp.
2, 24. :

. '157.



s almost
. more mclm

! disservice, and he would be
to focus outreach on persons
‘who would fit the qualnflcatlons for

. .avallable JObS 203

According 10 4 staff member of the

. _prime sponsor agency at the second site,

_the employment service provides outreach

training or public employment -pro-
gram.30d Another staff member at this
site said the employment service had

advertised Title I training programs with:

sthools and guidance counselors, but this
had been stopped:because of the cost, 204

- The Commission also received testimony

on this limited outreach by the employ- . :

ment . service. James Nicholson, chief of
the Employment Services Section of the

California Employment Development De-

partment testified:

The department _currently, at last
blush, had one and -a half million
appllcants on file, applicants available

lem The Department stated in its re«
sponse. to_questions submitted by the .~
- Commission that “there hds been some =
. erosion- in-the . number - of - older ; worker .- . ..

specialists due to. turnéver and the de=
mands of new programs.”208 The Secre-,

. tary of Labor teetnfled

o ,.only for veterans, and no. application is =
. accepted unless a position is available ina

for services, and that’s housed in -

- some 123 offices throughout the
- State! Of that figure, some 334,000

are 45 years of age and older and

350,000 are under 21.. And so.our need
for outreach in-the traditional sense
of the word would only be performed
on a gelected basns 205 '

That older workers receive ‘limited
' services from the State employment ser-

' 'v1ce has long been recognized 83 8 prob-

a0 Lymhlntcrvnew
~ ation, Kennebec County CETA,

Augusta, Me., May 25, 1977.
204 Thlbodeeu Interview

158
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\

" of intensive counseling,
job develogment placement, and
training an

recognize and to cope with
ed ‘employment problems.. However;
the facts and statistics indicate that
the results may not be adequate.

The statlstlcs show 'thet the older

workers are not being placed in thé
same proportion- a8 other job appli-
cants;207 |

}

These data are shown in teble_d.l'll ’

Pert_of this low rate of placement of

older workers through the employment :
service may reflect discrimination against

older workers in the private employment

sector, as is discussed elsewhere in this - ;
report. The fact that older persons are, or
“afre considered, more- difficult to’ plaoe ;

however, may result in less interest in

serving them by the staff of the employ- *
gient  service. As reported in 8 recent
ofaph on the employment' '

research mon

. 205 {James Nlchohon Testimony, San Francisco
203 Tim McLellan, director of pla}mmg and evalu- . -
interview in =

Hedring, p. 69.

208 Marshall Letter, questlon D-1. '
207 Marshall Te%tlmony, Washington, DC Hear :

ing, p. 62.

AN {

v 164

The Employment Servnoea has & man- ..
date to provide -a complete program -
assessment,

gocial services to meet =
the employment-related needs of mid-
dle-aged and older workers' with the -
use of staff specnally tramedI to
relat-

K
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‘Snemberaof lmplomm Service Target mo'..'p. wm Mnd

R S Ropombln lirvlnn.All Souroes of Fundlny. Fiscal 1876 .
AUmM- S S ' Mlnw |oally S Oldor
: bero. _ R | - dload ;. Hand- mrhn Youih
. _ _ (thew Vet. M- /- T meme mmod oapped (am (bnd« .
_ Selected services® . sands) - erans  grante? Women - ‘bers. M’n wotkers o&dﬂ) o .\
_ Counseled - Lt an 215~ 03 w4 LT 819 149 T e
Tested ., - 879, 18 2 639 812 . 200 T8 62. . 430
- Enrolled In training L 192 188 3 523 28 . 877 68 . 49 48
'Recelved job development = 1,078 218 8. 307 342 . %28 81 132 278
Placed: B ' e ) B o
~Tn all jobs - 3387 178 1.3 41,6 30.8 319 61 . , 102 ,_41.4.'-'
In nonagrlculturaundua B ' R 3 3 ' : .
tries s 3200 181 4 424 3085 ns 82 100 ,412

-Porconlnqu are buw on the |om new nnd nnowll apphcmcm ﬂlod in local emplyoment service offices trom July 1,.1078, through June 30, 1976, RS
Not included are those lpéllculonn made earlier than July 1 that were still active during tieosl 1976, Becauee the nmo Indeu.i may be & munbor B

of more than onw target group, the sum of percentages for a selected aervice will egual more than 100.
"% Qervices reported under the Employment Secur Automated Reporting 8yetem (ESARS). . o ‘
¢ Figures are for all new and renewal applican eocauu the same individual they receive more than one urvlco tho {iguree in !hlo oolumn ndd to
a greater number than total applicanta.

1Does not include nonmigrant seasonal farmworkers. Percentages repreaent only thoae fatmworkers and tood processing workon whoee oxpomnoa

. during Yhe preceding..12 months réquired trave! such that the worker was unable to return to his/her residence (domiciie) In the ewme day..
Source: U.S,, Dopmmont of Labor, and U S, Dopmmon! ot Health, Education, and w.um Employmonr and. 7rdnln9 Roporf P! the Pmldont (1077)
p. 78, . . . Co
- L, .

serviee developed for the Department of Few ES staff were mterviewed as part

Labgr by the Urban Instit_ute'; .. of the age discrimination study, so it was

| PR | S ~ not posmbletooorroborate whether thia is -
SRR _ ‘the case. However, Barbara Dudley, an =
wplaoement productwnty is the ‘-.attorney with' the Senior  Citizens Law

dommant factor affecting state fund-  Program of the California Rural Legal
‘ing_allocations under the USES'S" Agsistance Program, stated in testlmohy
‘Refource Allocation Formula (RAF) “before, the Commxssmn that thls was the "

USES guidance to State agencies also  case: .~ = L e
- emphasizes mamqtream placement as~ = '« - i o
o ! 20
: w_.the ES's pﬂmal'y mission. 20 ' Emplorment services are 100 percent
vy | o  federally financed. And because of
- In cher w()pds, gn agem:y 8 fund]ng 13 in a that the formula for relmbursement
. ‘large part based on its success in plaging that the Department of Libor sets up
© . encourages the local departments, the
_ petsons in employment; therefore; there -
EDD, to serve only the easily placed,
.~ might be a tendency for ES staff toseek = the readlly placed, the jo -
- out eeasier-to-place rather than harder- ., whatever you want to call the mﬁﬁ%
place persons - | s .\ J one of the p:@lems with older work-
W Us, Departmem of Labor Employment and prepared by The Urban Institute (1977),

' ---Trammg Administration, The -Employment Ser-" . See also; Employment and- Tmmmg Raport 1977' |
vice. An Inst:tutwnal Analyms R&D Monograph p. 5.

"_ S B _ _15'3:
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o '-ers is they are not neeessanly the job |

ready and they are.not among the
easiest to place in" ‘this current em-
. ployment market 2090 |

cies are not solely responsible for outreach

. junder the CETA- prog'ramrthere was little

- evidence of outreach being conducted. In

|  Maine, outreach efforts, other than those

for which the employment service was

" responmble were referred to as “recruit~

ment efforts” and were, aceording to the

~ Title I balance-of-State plan the responsi-

bility of the individual subcontractors. m:.
‘The plan of one of these suboontractors

‘however, states “with respect to “recruit-
~ ment’: - :

The need for recruitment will proba-

~ .bly remain minimal due to higher

~ unemployment rates. However, in
- " order that the greatest number of

~unemployed and/or dlsadvantaged'
people are aware of CETA training,

~ACTP [the lpcal’ subcontmtors] will

direct outreach to commumtles in the
' followmg manner:

1L Dlstmbutmg pmntedtmaterlals

and keeping open communication
“with schools, employment service,

_ social service agencies, probatlon and \

* parole offices, town and city govern-
ments,. and_ other community agen-
cies.

Y

% Barbara Dudle:, Testimony, San mesco
Heamng, p.15.

Fiscal Year 1977, p. 8.
411 Androscoggi:
Maine; Regional

nklin, and Oxford Counttes
ctl Plan Digest (1978), p. 188.

180

*

T v

~Even where employment servwe ag'en- 3

- prime sponsors.?1? .

R £

2, Working
* Maine Employment.Services Counil) -

_tt\e program

8. Relymg on. wm%—of-mouth oom-

‘ mumcatlon ‘

4. Using
" vertlsements 11
: , A

‘to. keep them aware of openinga in_‘_" |

- closély whh. MESC (the -

hedia penodlcally for S

Thus, outreach\ was mmlmal and no -

ing older persons were. 1dent1f1ed

.Rollanoo on Publlc nnd Prlvah

Employers

v
A

| speclal target groups for dutreach, mclud- '_ _"j]"'

Selectlon of mdmduals for p081t10n8~ -'
under the Title M and Title. VI publie
servyice employment programs is made by

program agents and other. agencigs
have contracts or other agreemen

with
These agencies ‘may = .
- select from among several applicantd for -

CETA positions, the individual who meats L

their requirements’ and whom they are

willing to hire. The ‘agencies become :-.5 :_

A.responsnble for trying to place these
_persons in unsubsidized employment el-

ther in their own work force or in the

“unsubsidized work force.of other agencies
- and orgamzatlons 213

KO-
’.

¥

Because these agencies oan choose to.':' o
hlre CETA workers from among many. x
md1v1duals who apply for publlc servlee_- o

23 29 C.F.R. §96.26() (1976) leffective July 26,

| | - 1976); 42 Fed. Reg. 2426, 2436 (1877) (to be codified
219 Maine Balance-of- State Title I(‘FTA Pfq for - '

in 29 C.F.R. §99.42(cX1)).

213 29 C.F.R. §96.93(h) (1976) (effectwe July, 26 :

1976); 42 Fed. Reg., 2426, 2434 (1977) (to be

'codiflxed in 29 C.F.R. $99.36).




_'empIOyment posltxons, whether they dls-

- criminate on the basis of age in their
“hiring becomes_critical. In’ addltlon, the
 -basis of -
- age-in the public and pnvate "mployment.--
sectors is important .bscause agencies

-extent of discrimination on _-r‘

‘hiring CETA -employees are concerned

~about being able to place them in unsubsl-

dized employment

That public and pnvate employers -

.-dlscnmmate against individuals, on the

basis of their age has been well-recognized

ant documented The existence of such
discrimination resuylted in enactment of
the “Age Discrimination in Employment
Kct of 1967, which prohibits most employ-
ers from dlscrlmmatmg against persons

between 40 and 65.214 Even with,such -

legislation, however, age discrimination in
employment - contmues to be a cmtlcal'
problem.215

“The Department of* Labor in its 1976

report to the Congress on activities under

‘the Age Discrimination in Employment.
Act, said with regard to persons- between -

" 40and 65:

; Durmg ﬁscal year 1976, 8 318 comgh—
~ance actions were taken in 7,87
establishments; monetary v1olatlons

. amountmg to $86 mllhon ‘were dls- .:

24 Age Discrimination i Employment Act of
. 1967, Pub. L. No. 96-202, 81 Stat. 602 [codlfled at

- 29U.8.C. §§621-634 (1970)); |
215 For reports that have documented the exis-
tence of age discrimination in employment, see

U.S., Congress, Home, Committee on FEducation -

and Labor, Select Subcommittee on Labor, Em-
ployment Problems of the Older Worker, 89th
Cong., 1st sess., 1965, pp. 25-30 and 237 387; U.S,,
Department of Labor, Employment Standards
Administration, Questions and Answers Relating
to PY‘OpoRPd Amemlmente to the Age Diserimina-

N

clOoed ln 711 eutablishmenu involvlnf
1.008 individuals in the amount of .
$3.5 million in 418 egtablishments, In .
“the transition quarter, J ug‘-Saptam-f SR

_ber. 1976, an additional.

were found due over $1 million as &

result of ADEA\nolatlone o
S

Non-monetary diacmmmatory practie-- o

et ‘were found in 1,864 establish-
ments; 2,351 individuals were aided;

and 81964 job opportunities made

avanlable b the removal of diserimi-
natory age amers o~

Illegal advertising was the most
common discriminatory practice dis-
closed, 908 instances;
| refusals to hire, 552 instances; and
illegal dlschargee 5001nstanoes 28

~ The Comprehenslve Employment and

" “Training Act also prohibits discrimination
- on the basis of age in its programs, but it
appears that such discrimination does

‘occur and is frequently the. result of

discrimination by public and private em-

ployers, Secretary of Labor Ray Marshall
~ told the Commlsmom -

&

.. .8 sngnlflcant “Trember of the
CETA compiaints received in the

regwns and the national offlce con-
tum in E‘rnployment Act of 1967: Report to the

Subcommittes on Labor of the United States Senate
Committee on Human Resources (1977), pp. 17, 18;
and U.S., Department of Labor, Manpower Ad:
ministration, The Pre-Retirement Years, :vol. 4,

- prepared by Herbert 8. Parnes (Washington, D.C.:
- Government Printing Office, 1975), p. 8. -
‘218 .S, Department of Labor, Employment Stan-

dards Admlmstratlbn Age Discrimination in
Employment Act of 1967, A Report Covermg

Activities under Hw Act Durmg 1976(1977), p. 8.

181

ollowed by - -
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic

]

cern age discrlmmatlon. The lg‘e
v..

complainta lr;f‘l?ie both those invo
and potential partici-

staff persons and potential staff
~7pemn8 anT A

b 4

Other witnesses at the Commnssnons
pullic heanngs and persons interviewed
~dufing the field study*indicated that,
although employers were subtle: about
what they told persons mtervnewmg for

Jobe age was a factor in the decisions

made by both the units of government
hiring persons for public service employ-
ment slots akd public and private employ-
ers. For example, Lawrence Borom, exec-
utive director of the Urban League of

Colorado, testified that the Urban’

League, as a’community-based organiza-
tion that contracts with the training and

public service employment programs of '

CETA, has found it difficult to place
retired military people in Denver because
““they are not the 25-year-old or the 22-

‘year-old.”2!8 Mr. Borom went on to say: .

TN a

We see a considerable degree of age
discrimination that goes on in .the
- private: sector even t
announced, obvnously It is not overtly
announced, “you-are. too old to come
to work - for us,” but the kind of
responses we get to candidates that
we are referring to various employers
indicate to us that those . employers
have ‘drawn specific kinds of lines
" based on the age of workers that they
are looking for. . . 219,

17 Marshall Statement Wa%hmgton D Hem
ing, vol. II.

218 Lawrence BoronPl‘wtnMonv I)em\er Hmnnq
p. 199.

219 Thid,

162

“those “involving ‘program

ough it is not"

Guardie Bani

r,anequal ;())
opportumty spociahst with .
Investigation and Complianoe of the De-' S
- partment. of Labor in.Denver and a =
former staff member of the Wyommg S

State Employpent. Security

theories as to why they don't want to hire - -
the oldér worker,” mcludmg the theory

that an older worker, if hired, wduld not
be able to qualify to receivé” pension

_benefits, 330

‘Asked about the effect' of . Qix.tside;
employment markets on the operation of
the CETA program, William Haltigan,
Department of Labor official in San.
Francisco, testified:

The CETA program operates in the

economic-social environment ‘that it -
Aif there are diffi-

opérates in and.
culties in older workers:: getting
jobs. . .those difficulties will be re-

flected in the difficulty with

which. . .older E:gprle [are placed} as
far as the CETA program is con-
' ,cerned 221 -

Some CETA plans also recognized de\
criminatory attitudes of employers. For
example, the fiscal year 1977 Title I Plan
fqg the Jackson, Mississippi, Manpower
Consortiumt-included a Senior Aides pro-
gram funded with a cgmbination of CETA
Title I funds and funds provided under -
the Older Americans Act Title IX Senior
Community Serviee: Employment Pro-
gram. The plan described eligible persons

220 Guardie Banister Testimony, Denver Hean‘nég, '

p. 189.
22t Haltigan thimonv San anmwo Heamng
p. 42

- 168

Office, said
- that public agencies “have all kinds of -



wally be selected by employers due to

and/or work hlstory 222 The plan_.

- wenton:

o

.while termination: [from | par_t'ici¥

pation in the Senior Aides program
after bein
months] will result in referral to the
Employment Service for placement
- services, very little is expected due to
heir age factor. 223

-The Fiscal Year [976 Annual Report to
the Governor on the Comprehensive Em-
~ ployment and Training Act for the State
of Washington noted with regard to
persons 45 or over: “Although this age
- group generally has more experience and
* training, many older workers have diffi-
culty finding employment because of

- employer resistance to hiring persons over.

45 1224

Part of .employer. resistance ‘ta hxrmg

workers 45 _or over was atmbuped to

‘mandatory retlrement policies. An’ admm—

222 Jgckson, ansslppn Manpower (‘onsortmm
Title 1 CETA Plan for cha& Year 1977, p. 20.
Senior. Aides is the name of the part-time employ-
‘ment program for persons 55 or over administered

by the National Council of Senior Citizens, which'

receives funds authorized under Title IX of the
Older Americans Act, which is administered by the
Dcpartmgmt of Labor.

423 [hid.

224 Washington State Employment Development_

* Council, Office of Community Development, Fis-

cal Year 1976 Annual Report to the Gdvernor on

the Contprehensive Employment and Tranng Act

(1976), p. 11.

225 Hoerschelmann Interview

228 Ball Interview. -

227 The areas where there were mandgtory retire-

ment policies were King Courity, Wash.; St. Louis,

%o~ an Fragcisco, Calif.; Denver, Colo Jackson,
is8.;

55 or over as mdividuals who “w uld not

in the program for 12

Sgn ‘Antonio, Tex.; and (hlcago 11, Since .

| 1strator in the KnnmSnohomiah Manpower
Consortium said that the older a personis, =
‘the _easier. it_is to re-enter the labor
~market but only to a cértain poirit—50 or -

55. People begin to have problems at that

age, she said, because they are “only a few . ', .

years away from retirement. "'328

Many agencies awarded slota by prime

- sponsors are also given complete or partial

responsnblhty for placing CETA enrollees
in unsubsidized employment. In this re-
gard, the director _gf one program said
that mandatory retirement policies con-.
tributed to a low participation rate by
older persons heeause public agencies and
nonprofit, private agencies required to

«ahsorb CETA enrollees' tend to accept

those who meet their normal personnel
requnrements 226

Seven of the nine sites visited by
Commission staff had mandatory retire-
ment policies covering employment in the"

have such policiesi##7 Where & unit of local
govemment has a mandatory retirement

the time that Commxsaion staff were in these

| areas, the Maing  State legislature ha$ ovemden

the Governor’s veto of legislation to ellmmate age-

~public sector; many private employers also ’\ "

based mandatory retirement for State employees,: - ;

and California has enacted legislation banmng

‘mandatory retirement on the basjs of age.

A 1977 report by the Select Committee on Aging.
of the U.S. House of Represéntatives cited data
from a Bureau of Labor Statistics study of private °

- pension plap provisions showing that 41 per&nt“"of
* the almost 21 million workers covered by these

plans had jobs with mandatory retirement policies,

and data from a 1972 study of State and local
retirement gystems showing that most have &

mandatory Petirement age. U.S,, Congress, House,
Select Committee on Aging, Mandatmy Ratire-
ment: The Social angd Human Cost of Enforced
Nlness, 96th Cong., 1st sess., Comm. Pub No. 91
1977, P =

T | 163



policy, people beyond that age are the_h

excluded from the CETA program, be-

~ cause employers do not want to enroll

individuals who cannot be ahsorbed later
into the regular work force. Where pri-
vate employers have such policies, the
same result follows. Because the ability of
program administrators to place enrollees

in the public or private ‘sector is severely

‘ nestmcted the numbers of CETA enrollees

-«

from older age groups are restricted. At
one site where the government unit
administering a public service employ-
ment program had a mandatory retire-

ment age of 65, the program directsr said
that not only persons over 65 but also
those between 60 and 65 are not hired
because they are approaching the manda-
tory retirement age. She explained, “Who
wants to hire a 63-year-old when that
person will be forced to retire at 6577228

~ Two. dlrectom of public service employ-
‘ment programs remarked. that the age

digerimination problems in CETA will

continue until mandatory - retirement is -
elimmated 229 "

| .
Several re*xpondentq alq() qzud that'

employment which |
ty to participate in CETA pubhé service

| employment programs.

164

Martha Wadsworth supervnsor of the
Southeast. Youth Employment Service'in
Denver, testified that youth are discrimi-

nated against in- employmcnt becauqe_'

7.

228 Ball Intu*new .

238 McPherson Interview; Canada Interview.

330 Martha Wadsworth Tc%tlmon_y, Ik'nzm Hear-
ing, p. 187,

AL Ho(m(hdmannlnurnw (unadalnu»r\)(w

“Discrimination agamst older workers, as

many employers do not ‘want to take tbe

risk of hiring a young person if they can

find somebody older and more reliable,"
and [are] not willing to take the tinte to: .

tram young\er persons,”23%¢

Staff " of two agencnes admlmstermg

'CETA programs also indicated that young

persons may be discriminated against on
the basis of age by employers, because

they think that young people are un-

skilled, immature, and likely to have :
high absenteelsm rate 231

In its Intenm Strategic Plan, 1977~
1979, the Department of Labor recognizes
the discrimination that exists against both .
older workers and younger workers in the - f§
public and private employment markets. .

reported in the plan, is reflected in the
fact that older unemployed workers find

- themselves at a cz?baratlve disadvantage .
~ with younger or

ore skilled workers and
remain unemployed longer as a result.232

. With régard to younger workers, the plan -

reported that they face employer prefer-

ences toward “‘older<youth ratherthan

* young persons, principally those under the leenagers,” and that “ghis, when added to ;-

- ageof 19, experlencea e discrimination in
luences' their abili- .

race and sex discrimination, makes job- .

- seeking pamcularly diffieult for youpger,

black, and female ’wo%kers 71235, The De— .
partment noted: -

. [TThere i is a str(mg aging effect in the
aggregate. Across all e-SeX-race

groups, unemploymen-ts rates decline
qharply a8 youths go from 16-17 to

22 .8, Depﬂtment of Labor Employment and

Trammg Administration, Interim Strategic Plan,
1977 1979 (1976), p. 81 (hereaftu‘ cited as Interim
Plan). o !
233 Ihid., p. 8. C

~



24 Thus for most youths, hlgh |

nitial unemployment rates apparent-
| l do not continuing labor
| market dlfflcultles inlater life. 234

" Recent unémployment. data however,
have shown slight increases in unemploy-

“indicate that this problem has become a

chronic unémployment problem for those -
youth who were 19 to 22; now older, they |

remain without jobs.
‘ “

Beneflts and The Return on the
Govommont’s lnvntmont

_ W‘nat programs will cost and what
- . groups, i %ged will provide a positive
~ return on the governmentq investment
concerned mény CF‘TA program ; admlme-

- trators. |

Cost ‘was a congideration in all pro-

_ grams, but particularly in the Tltle I

training program. Prime sponsors’ re-
quests for Title I funds are reviewéd
' annually, and one criterion for refunding
is the cost of various types of training and

of, placement.235 Arthur Dougélas Asso-

clate Administrator of the ployment
“and Training Administration of the De-
~_:partment of Labor in. San’ Franeisco,
- described -the attltude of pmme qponsom
‘toward coqt :

: '.You t into the whole concept of'
costs an you have to deal with it as
- generalit and‘ an average. A p ime

- 8ponsor,

dministration,: Field Memom
ar. 23, 1977
ugas thlmony, S‘z Fra ncwm H‘(’am ng, p.

fu m

“ment among persons 22 to 44, which may

am sure, knows‘that some -

partment o’ ! bor, Emplo n(l :

gment of the populatlon he haa to -
~ deal with will require much more in
the way of monies and services than

"\ “others. But. we look at a rangeof

“costs, an ‘average, and if they are = .
extremely high, we question why
- those costs are 80 hlgh 3 ‘

[T]hére is’ this emphasis on . our’ -
part basically to keep costs down and :
to ‘get placements up because that is
., what we belleve the program 18,236

 Mr. Douglas stated that dlfferent ooste_ -
for .training would depend”o! on what the -
individual brings to the training assign-
ment and not his or her.age.237 The
Commission determined, however, that
taking into account the costd of training
does have indirect consequeﬂ&s on the
age distributions of - persons who are

.served. The director of program develop-
“ment and administration in Seattle sail

that because it costs more to provxde
classroom training, which frequently in-
cludes a subsidy for living or travel
expenses, than to_provide work experi-
ence, her prog'rtim has concentrated on

. provldmg wark experience. 238 [n fact, this
18 the case’in most pnme sponsor agencies;’

48 percent of enrollees in Title I programs

~ were in work. experience programs in
- fiscal year 1976, compaped ta 82 percent in

classroom-training.23® Werk expenenoe i8

| --pnmanly utilized by CETA prime spon-

sors as the means for serving youth.24

\. -
237 Ibld p- 46. ' v \/_&g\

208 Hoerachelmunnlh erview, . .
29 Fmployment and Traintng Report 1977 pp
45.46.° # _

240 Intem‘mPtan pp 16 ?6

! : N
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Poroont Dlnrlbuﬂon of CETA 'fmo l Inrollno
— by Aoo. " Loull. Mhnurl. M Year. ugo

Age Qroup

Tluo \
lnrolbu

Al Ages

Under 19
1021
2244
48-84
88-84

08 +

100 0%

137
209
8r.e
L X
1.1
X 1.1

Seurce: V.8, Dopmmlm of Labor, Implomnl and Training Adminle.

!mlon unpubluhnd dats.

With thelr cqnoern about costs general-t !
_ly, CETA program administrators also

expressed their concern about spending

funds’ to maximize the Federal invest-
ment. In St. Louis, the Title I program

limited participation by persons under 18
and restricted certain training $rograms

to persons 22 or over. The program’s

assistant director said that persons under

" ; 18 were generally not served because'
. training mvolves a heavy investment in a’
. client—sometimes $4,000. to - $5,000-and

~ most younger people, nre fnot- ‘matute
gnough to complete a program. 241 Table
4.12 shows the enrollment in the Title 1

g pmgram for fiscal year 1976. | A

In Seattle the 16 to 24 age group was
_ selected as one of the priority groups to
which -the ‘Title I program would be

21 Canada Intervnew.

"

| .'dlrected The dtrector of the prime span:
-sor agency said that in selecting this
group a oonsnderatlon 'had beeri the work

life remaining for those individuals oom-';_'.
pared to the work life remaining for 45-

~ year-olds. Because more Wworking years
 were pot,entlally alead for them, 16-to-24- -
" year olds  were gelected as the agency's
fjpnonty The director algo” expressed his
~‘view: that after an individual reached the .
“age of 45, the limited tax payback ability
“of that mdmdual would make training no-
longer cost-effective. Although a 45-year-

old mnght expect to work only 20 years

after receiving training, a younger person
~would presumably work and pay taxes for: :
a longer period of time.?4? Data on Titlel
participation at this site show very low

participation by persons 45 or over. (See
table 4.18.) o

242 McPherson Interview.

| A 72_.‘-' . e
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' leh 4‘13

- nmmonmuonmanmllﬁ'

h.l

wmxmmmuh countv.w on, Fhod,_-
S Ym 1976 -

o , _ﬂaol'

Age Qroup .- Unvollees .
AHAges 100.0%
‘Under 19 "~ - 320

" 19-21 21.7
22-44 43.0 )
45-54 2.7
55-84 0.8
68+ . 00

Source: U.8., Department of Labor, !mp!oymom and Trlln!no Adminis-

tration, unpubliahed data

A planner for the Maine balance—of-'_’

State program said that the prime sponsor

€ merve everyone, 80 hxghesb pnonty -
i8 pla

Qn servmgyoung and “primary

working- age” individuals,

" are’ very much underrepresented. (See
, ta‘ble 4.14.-)_ -

Arthur Douglas

T Dorrer Interview. ‘
244 Douglas Testimony, San Francisco Hearing, p.
46 _. ,

. N Y '
L3 -

| because “the.
" ‘marginal return on inyestment is greater
if the- pnme sponsor cgncentrates - on
"younger workers "'243 Datx for the site
show that the phme sponsor concentrated
-on thes; groups | in' both ‘training and -
publlc service employment: programs. .
Youth under 19 and older persons over 66

an official of the
‘Department of Labor in San Francisco,
~ also suggested that return on investment

172

i8 8 factor that motwates pnme sponsors :

decmlons on whom to serve. He sald
g

| K o -

.. lan unempl ed female" head of
household with dependent children is
--an example of & t{pe of person-that
'many primes beli .has .great
- momy for service and, in point of
Tact.

. .there's a -great- payoff for
trainlr? female heads of households
with  dependent children who are.

unemployed a4

Rollanco on Age Catogorlcal

! Program‘)

The Semor Commumty Semce Ei’nploy-, |
ment Program, authorized by Title IX of -
the Older Amencans Act, provxdes part-

187



" Peroent Dmm»uﬂon ol OITA 'ﬂlho LIl and Vi

_ lnroumbvm. Maine lnhmc-of-luhhocnm. o \ S
- pmy..n.n _ B B
Ag. . mm nuo " Tiewi R
Oroup Inmllm lmom m Ca
 AltAges ., T 1000%  1000% | 100.0% S
" Under 19 S e 08 o7 L e
’ 1921 8?28 o107 o a
22-44 843 8r.2 ‘708
- 48-84 . 48 SR LR R X
55-84 ‘ 2.1 <70 8.7 .
85+ 03 - 14 18

80ureo us., memon! ot Labor, Employment and Trnmlng Admlnlo

!mlon unpubluhod data

e . : . N $

time commumty service JObS for low~
income persons 55 or over.?: The. Depart-
ment of Labor administers the program.

- The existence of this age categorical .
",:._[_program was identified by’ some CETA
. program admlmqtrators a3 one reason for

the low percentage of older participants in

. C.ETA programs. The adminidtrators saitl

decisions -about types of activities that

should be supported under Titles I, II, and *

| .. VI took mto consxderatlon whetheraTlt]e "
IX program was available. If it were,

CETA funds for older persons were
‘reduced. Thiy was desplte the fact that
'$859 million was approprlated for the
Title IX program in fiscal year 1976,

."‘;___"compared to $48 billion for Titles I, II,

s 2 USC §3056(%upp v 1975).

246 Information on appropriations was supphed by .

the U.S,, Department of Labor, Employment and

168

2

and VI with an additioria] $495 million for .~

| -the transxtlon quarter 248

becauge the community action agency in

his' city had: Title IX funds for “older
wotkers, he and the manpower planning
~ council believed it would be a duphcatlbn' R
«of effort to concentrate on the same age -

- group.?4? The fiscal year 1976 particxpa- .
tion rates for persons 46 or over in the -

The dnrector of an Emerg'ency Employ—r-'
ment Act office in San Antonio said that

Title 1, I1, and VI programs of the prime

Sponsor agency are sh_pwn in-table 4.15.

The director of program development

and administration in gnother prime spon-.

sor agency said that the Green Thumb

Training Admmla_tratlon, Oftice of Administration
and Management. - o
47 Garcia Interview.
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nment of- Lebor, lmplomm and Ymn\ng Admlnle- ) <

'program (a Title IX oontractor) proWdee

o Iemployment opportumtles for older per-
~ gons in that area.?48 She did not say that:

the prime sponsor, as & result; had no-

responsibility to serve older persons, but

seemed -to consider. the existence of thig
resource 88 lessenmg the need of the

prime sponsor to serve older .persons.
Partlclpatlon levels for this area for those

,45 ar over are shown in table 4. 16. _< ‘

The dependence on age categoncal
programs to serve certain age groups was
demonstrated in apother way by one
prime sponsor agency This agency had
developed its priorities on an assessment
of manpower needs of individuals between

248 Hoerschelmann Interview.

Thibodeau Interview; Dorrer Intemew In' '
‘fiscal year 1977, there was much controversy over

14 and 55. Persons over 55 had not been

1ncluded When Tttle IX funds became

- available to States in fiscal "year 1977,
‘however, the i
_proposal sho ,' ng' -that an older workers’
_ program Wwas needed in the ares .and
" received a Title IX gfant of 81(1)000 0
. provide pa.rt-txme employment.for persons
- B5.or over.24® ; )

e sponsor developed &

"

An offlmai of the Department of Labor
in Kansas City said that in deciding whom
to serve, program administrators could
take 1nto awount other prggrams and plan

-

vStatee or whether they should eontinue to ‘be

ed to the national organizations that had
reoewed the funds in the past. The position that

whether funds under Title IX the Older  was reached v was to. provide funds both to national
Americans Act, which is administered by the  opoqanizations and tothe States. :
Department of Labor, should be awarded to the ‘
/ 169
TS e 2
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 Unrokees by Age; King-Snohomieh- v,
thhlnvton mmnm

T - wa LT
: Ago o FAENETR THell | THewl .
Qroup monm lm ‘Narotiess
w84 21T 90 . TO.
55-'5_‘4"_-.) Y 35-.._27 .
e8¢ 08 ‘08 03 "

VSouroo use., Dopanmom of-Labor, lmnloyﬂ\om and Tnming Admtnll
tration, unpublluhod dah

PO

. to- serve groups ‘not already served by
.+ other. programs and activities.25® He and

other Federal .mmqngl)mef cnted Tltle IX |
25 '

as one such program.

- Secretary Qf Labor Ray Marshall how-
. ever told the Commission: |

We' are - conderried that the senior

commumty service employment pro-

256 Ray Lybarger Deputy Assoclat,e Reglonal

Administrator for Iowa, Employment and Tg‘am-‘

mg Administration, Department of Labor mter-
view in Kansas Clty, Mo, Apr. 14, 1977

31 Lybarger; Cacil Reed Asssocihte Reglonal
Administrator for Area Operatlons Bob Johnson,
Deputy Aqsocnate Regional Admmmtrator for

gram may, by lt8 very exmtenee, gwe'
o A prime sponsors a rationale for
‘ignoring the elderly, and, thereby
| i reductlon of-
. employment-related services for: this

_may cause an overa

)

* oing What we can to prevent thig.252

Mlssoun Lynn Curtis, Federal representative to |

Kansas Balanceof-State Program, Employment
and Trammg Administration, Department of

. Labor, interview in Kansas City, Mo, Apr. 14,

1077

282 Marshall Testimony, Washington, D.C. Hear-_'-

ing, p. 62

- oup. However, we are committed to



| Chapter 5§

'7f Eduéaﬂon_ 

Two educational services programs—adult basic education and
~ vocational education—and the field of higher education were . = .
included in the Commission’s study. The adult basic education X
program, authorized by the Adult Education Act of 1966, as o
amended, provides grants to States for programs to enable persons -
‘aged 16 or over to continue their education to at least the = &
) completion of secondary school.! The State vochtional education
a basic grant program, authorized by the Vocational Education Act
of 1968, as amended,? provides grants to States to assist in the:
provision of vocational education for persons of all ages in need of
such gervices.? The study examined the field of higher education in
" & different manner from the other federglly-assisted programs, .
" focusing on ‘admission policies and opportunities for nontraditiona
students at undergraduate and graduate {ch()ols.

e

. » . : LR
‘Review of the two educational services programs found that older -
persons account for a substantial proportion-of the population who
~ could be served by the adult basic education program; yet they
~ make up a small percentage of the participants. Training programs SN
“subsidized by the vocational edueatjon program are interpretedto -~ - o
~mean-imparting skills to younger people who have never worked. L
In regard to higher education, admission to some medioal schools is
,_ ~ denied on the basis of age. Admission to graduate and law schools g
. is'often unfavorable for older students, after cértain ages. It was =~ -~ o
| “ found that despite these restrictions, some. institutions of higher | o
education are increasingly providing new opportunities to rheet the

DRk
e

needs of older, nohtraditional students.

1 .
. ._ ‘ ; A; . | ‘ i L | . . | . o I-./. .

tAdult Education Act of 1966, Pub. L. No. 86760, - 1393£. (1970 and Supp. V- 1976)]. Amended in its

80 Stat. 1217 [codified at 20 U.S.C. §§1201-1211  ehtirety by the Education Amendments of 1976,

(1970 and Supp. V 1975)]. . o Pub. L. No. 94-482, 80 Stat: 2169 [to be codified in
2 Vocational Education Acy of 1963, Pub. L. No. 20 U.S.C. $§2801-2461). o
88-210, 7 Stat. leﬁ'fcmm'lfe‘(i-(at 20 U.S.C. 881241- 3 20 U.S.C. §1261 (1870). ’
o BN y \ | S
. - ..M
a vy
A , -. ' : * ’
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| Progkﬂ‘ o
. Curtently, responmblhty and authorityu_
for public education rests primarily with.

Description

. the State and local governments.* The

Federal role in education was formally
stated in 1970, when the Congress enacted
a prohibition agmmt Federal control of
education: |

No_ provision of any apphcable act®

shall be construed to authorize any
department, agency, officer, or em-

ployee of the United States to exer-
rvision, or .

cise any direction, su
control over the curriculum, program
of instruction, admnmstratlon or per-
sonnel of any educational msmutlon
school or school system, or aver the
selection of library resources, tex-
thooks, or othér printed or published
metructlonal materials by any educa-

tional institution or school system, or

to reqmre the assignment or trans-
portation of students or teachers in
order to overcome racial imbalance.8

g

In an interview with. Commission staff,
~an Office of Education official gonfirmed
“the limited role of the Federal. Govern-

*ment in education.. He said that the
| 'Pedeml Government supports nationally
identified needs that are not adequately

¥ I-’;S- (nngreqs, (‘ongmesmnal Budget Offlw

- Elementary, Secondary and Vocational Education: »
An Examination of Alternative Fede ml Roles, -

94th Cong' 2nd Sess., 1977, p.xi.

% The Edugation® f\mendmenw of 197b Pub. L. No. -
94482, Title IV §40(b), 90 Stat. 2930 qubstltuted '

the phrase” “any applicable program” for the
prmmm listing of - acts covered.. These were

the Act_of September 80, 1950, Public Law

874 Eighty-first Congress; the National Defense
P,du(utmn Act of 1958; Act of September 23, 1950,
Public Law.No. 815, Eighty-first Congress; the
Higher Education Paulmeq Act of 1963; the

’
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dmet by the St,ates such a8 provmon of -

services to the disadvantaged, the bilin-

- gual, and the handicapped. Hé also added =~ -
that the Federal Government has virtual- -

ly no authority to mandate how States
implement prog'rams or expend Federal_ ;

funds L

One area in which Federal funds are

* made available to meet specific education-

al needs is in the field of adult basic
education. The purpose .of the adult basic
education program is to expand existing

programs and encourage ngw public edu- -

cation programs that will enable adutts 16
or over to continue their education to at
least the completion of seoondary school

and to. “make available the ns to
~secure training that will enab them to.
become more employable, prodlictive, and

responsible citizers.”8 To meet these ob-,

“jectives, the Commissioner of Education is -

authorized;to make grants to States with

- approved annual plans to meet 90 peroent

of the cost of adult basic- and adult
education programs.® Not all local school
districts use the same . grade leveld. to
distinguish between elementary (or basie)
education, and secondary education; how-

‘ever, basic education is usually considered

to encompass kmdergarten through the

Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965 |
the Higher Education Act of 1965; the Interna-
tional Education Act of 1966; the. Elmergency

School Aid Act; or the Vocational Education Act of

1963.” 20.U.S.C: $1282a (Supp. V 1975).

o 20 U.S.C. §1282a (Supp. V 1975). -

7 Dr.. Alfred Alford, Assistant Commissioner for
Leglslauon U.S. Office of Education, interview in
Washington, D.C., Aug. 4,1977. .

* 20 US.C. §§1201 1202(a) (1970). ’

® 20 U.S.C. §81203 (Supp V 1975), 1206(a} (1970),
1205 (1970); and 45 C.F.R. §166.12 (1976).



o l-;-’ﬁf:{jielghth g'rade, and secondary educatlon s
"= - usually defined as grades'9 through 1210 . |
‘ _"'I‘he statute defmes adult basw ed\vtnon' .

;_ -+ 20 percent: of the State’s allotment will be -
spent for" secondary school eqmvalency

- -'oertxfxcqtnon programs 12 e

Qduoatlon fof adults whose mabll-'
&Ey #0. speak, read, or wr\te the

tantiaf im
get or retain employ
rate with their rea
~ designed to helpeliminate' such in- -
~ ability. and raise the level of educa-
. iz tion of such individuals with a view to

aking them: less likely to become
_ dependent on others, to 1mprovm(
the:r abxhty to benefit from ocg:upa—
tional training and otherwise i Creas-

- ~'ing their opportunities for. mor pro-
i " ductive and. prefitable employntent, .
W and to making them b&tter able to
SRR meet thelr adu trespon51b111t1es 1

L s

K4

A States plan for adult edu’catlon is
submitted through its State educaﬁpn
"agency and must set forth a program for
- the ‘use of" the grant The p]an must

l‘ - provide that the adult educetttf™program’
Tl will be admmlgtered by the State educz},,

n ncy, defined as the agghcy respons
t\% pubhc elementary ang secondary \

Is, or a separate agency respongible
for’ adult ‘educationy if therd<is one. Also,.

’ ST US General Accountm% Offloe, The Adult.

. *Basic uc&tum Program. 88 in Reducti
: ,.’ Nliterdecys % Improvement Needed (1976), ?‘m-

- (hereafter tited as Adulf. Basic E‘ducatwn 0-
%ram J); Dr. Robert Maroney, directoz:, Dwnswn of ’
ccup*at,wnai

Handl%ﬁ)péd and Development’

ams, Of wfﬂ acation,” ~andeDr. George

_ @km D3 ion of Elementa. and

4 ‘,..-’ ndary ngramg f ice of Plannm , Office of

oo . Bducation inferview in Washington ‘Aug. 2,

€. 1977 (heredfter cited as M aroney»«l\/{ayeske Inter-
R vxgw)*%CF\ . $100.1 (1976).

RS S.C. §120 7
& T zgﬂscﬁnmzo(sc()sg 26%(}1) (1970 and Supp V.
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sh language constltutes a sub-
irment of their ability 0 . 4re made available to meet specific educa- -

nent commensu- " tional needs. is vocational ‘education. The -

blllty, ‘which is"

o

_' -'has ap

‘w20 U, SC §1261 (1970) The St,abe Vocational
'--'-Educatlor\ program was amended in its entiretyby

15 Dy, 'Ernpa§ Boyer, tegtimony®
*‘; the US Commisgisp on. Civil Rzghts Washington,

_'-5."-‘ A . - J. .
et B . . R VN &

LIRS Y 3 CEE I P R
- ’ ‘ -_'v"/‘ T N i :, . . ! . . o .Ihi:‘g.
ERIC §5- 0 % 4 Lo

the plan ;

sig will-be. given t0 -a;dult baaic educatxon._ o

programs and provide: that no more than -

Another area in. whlch Federal funds"'._f""i

“purpose of the- vocational education’ pro-’:..-
‘gram 8 to provlde Federal grants to-
States to assist  them .in prov1dmg pro- :
grams to persons of’ all ages who need

-such education and trammg 13 To partlel-'ﬂ;“
“pate in_the program, a State must ‘submit

an an™ plan to the Comrmssloner of v
Educgti®h which descrikies, the “State’s .-
programs, detvices, and activities.: The

plan must prov1de that the vocationall;‘
- educhition program will ‘he administered-,- -
""-by dither-a State board responsible for: ;.

vocatlonal education or-the local education -
agenpies that a.dmimsbem pnblﬁ elementa»; c R

1y and seéondary- schools.'4 Dr. Ernest
Boyer, Com;mssmner of: Educatlon, Yesti-
fied that the plan is- usuall.y admmlstsrecr‘

‘o, stpervised by the State . and loqal
education agencles 15 | - ":?.\'_f

After, the ’qumissloner of Educauon 7 ,
ved a State plan, Feﬁeral funds'

the Education Amendments of 1976, Pud. L. No. - .
94»—482 90, Stat, 2169 [codlfledaSZOUSC §§2301— R

- 2461] effecfwe‘Oct 1, 1977. The purpose/as stated *
| was retaqu afthougl} ,expandbd to defme speqﬂc \

cluded:
14 20 U.S.C §1263(a), 1248(8)and( (1970)
earing Beﬁma

D, Sept. 2628, 077, vol. 1 p. 123, (hereaer -

cmd as Washmgtm DC. Hearmg) S _
'?'; T x'. o= 178 e
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-are made avallable Jo the State to meet 50

" percent of the cost bf providing vocational ;
educatlon uctmtles qpcmfled in the plan.16

Although tradltlonally within the prov-
“ince of State and local governments and

prlvate mstltutlons ‘higher education has

seen: the Federal Government assime an
1n¢reasmgly active financial role. The

Morril Act of 1862, which established the'

Jland grant college system, marked the
beg'lnnlng of major Federal assistance for
. higher education.1” Subsequent involve-
~ment in higher education came about
prlmq?rlly as a result of the educational

~ benefits for veterans and financial sup-

port for rgsearch, ususlly defensc or

health orfented.'® Federal assistance is, in

: .the ‘form ‘of aid -for etudents or dlrect
s c4upport th the institution. '

In the #1959- 60" qch'o'ol yoar the total
expenditures- of - institutions of higher
education were less than $1¢) billion;
expendltureb for the 1976-77. year were
estimated to have been  $49.2 :billign.

~ According to the National Center- for

Education Statlstlcs

-

* The Federal sharé of these expcndl-“
tures has grown from 14.9 percent 1n_ “

1959-60 to a hlgh of 19.1 percent in

20 USC §1264(1370) .
" Morril Act-of 1862, ch 130, §1, 12 btut
_ [(odll'led at TU.S.C. §301- 305, ‘307 308 (1970)].
'xl’* American Council on Eduuttlon A (n?nmt
Dcparfnu nt of Educgtion: lnlez/mr ang% ‘0])()%‘(1
1976, pp. 2124,
U8, Dcpnrtmcnt of H‘culth Education, nnd
"'Wcll‘arc Education Division, National (‘mtcr for
hducatlon Statistics, The Condition of Education,.
1977 edmon), p. D4,
20 Ibid., p. 57T

503

* 2 The General- A((ountmg Office identificd thc'

'1:74 | -

1967~68 and [was] expected to drop to
150peroent in 1976~77 ®

For the 1976—77 school "ye"a'r the remain-
ter of the funds was reported as' 80
percent from State governments, 4 per-
cent from local governments, and 50
percent from all other sources.?0

/_;:-:'- R

. / [Y
Federal administratit)n of the educa- =

tional services and higher. education pro-

grams is performed by the Office of

~ Education in the Department of Health,

Education, and Welfare. {A list of the

~ ingtitutions of higher education covered in
the Commission’s study is included as

appendlx c)y » .

-

Summary of the\]iqgord
Program PQrtlclpants |
/‘Partlmpant da-ta\mre «examined for

‘both educatlonal servnces programs—

adult education and vocational education.

However, a comparison with an esjimated

eligible populatlon was possible only for
adult __educatlon. .The examination was
limited because there is a seriols lack of

reliable data on Federal educational ser- |

v1ces programs, espec1ally by age.? 2y .

\

Rrol)lcm with Office of Ed chtion program statls- :

ties in their report, Adulf Basic Education Pro-

-gram, pp. 19%20. Unable to focate complete data,

the. Commission submitted a formal request to the
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare.
Letter from Arthur S. _Flemming, (‘halrman ‘U.S.

. Corfmission on €jvil Rights, to Mary Berry,

Assistant Sécretary for Education, Departinent of
Health, Edugatiory arid Welfare, Aug.. 14,
((‘ommls‘uon files.. The Commission receivgtiveg
response to the letter, de‘aplbe several follogetp
tclcphone calls) ° . :

- ¢ .

-y
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|  ¢ for fiscal,

1

.The Depart
and Welfare estimated the fiumber of
partieipants by ‘age groups in the adult -
_education program for school year 1876

- departmont did not an
- esin the age compoqmo

- 22 US,, Departrnent of H

Tk

' mem"o'f Health, Education,

71. The department’s bdget. justification

the participant. popu'latlon for the follow-

: mg 2 years which were. based bn the same
~ age categories, as used’ i in_the 1976-1977
. estimated. 22 Table 5. 1 containg these par-
. ‘ticipant gstimates- and the corresponding

T percentage distributions for the age

groups reported. The data show that the

majomy of théprogram-participants were”

estimated to be under 35, and that only 4
~perceny were 85 or older. Moreover the
r{pate any chang-

f Ly program
parucnpaf\t,s

: To determme 1( age wqre a factor in the
delivery - of ‘adult educational- services,
- Commission staff compared-the program
partlclpant estimates with twe different
populatlon bases representing those eligi-

" ble for services. Since the statute prov1des_-

that the adult education program is

intended to serve_ those, who have not .
completed secondary educatlon 23 the pop-~
Jation distribution=by the highest grad®

of school completed was used. Because
Fedgral regulations allow participation by

_those who may be secondary school gradu-
_ates but are “functioning a\ less than a
".secondary competency,”? participant

data based on

Educ‘atlon and
~ Welfare, Education' Bivision, Jyst cations of g
"Appropriation Estimates fér Commit e‘'on Appro*
priations, Fiscal Year [978 ‘Revised, p. 190,
(hercafter cited as Jumfu‘atwne of Appmpmatwn

data were also compmre

- Estimates ).

2 20 U.S.C. §81201, 1202(b) (1970). ° -~

24 45 € F.R. §166. IA(c) 1976).
23 Dr Norvell Nort cutt and otherq Adult

" - .
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ear 1978 included estimates of .-

' grade) and secondary instmyction (
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levels of “funct.ional oompete{cy " This ia‘?i?’-_ e
_defined as not simply the ability toreador
write at some specified level, but the -
ability to apply communication, computa-+
- tiony problem solving, and mterpersonal )
skills to everyday life situations, such as =
s balancing & checkbook or lookmg for ‘4 .

JOb 35 \3 .:'

The populatlon that has not oompleted' i

R e e L

hlgh school can be ‘divided into two

“subgroups that torrespond to the basic
eighth

education - (kindergarten through
es 9
through 12) components of the adult

‘education pragram. The' Current Popula-
tion Survey for March 1997 collected data

on the population aged -14 or older by

. hlghest grade of schpol completed.?8 As

shown in table 5.2, the median number of

years of scheol completed increased with
. age until the.age of 80 when _the median

year completed began to decline. Except

for the age greups under age 18- (which

includes those still attendmg' secondary
school), the only other age -groyps with
median g'rade completions below- the sec-
orrdary level are those 65 pr over . |

Table _5.8'-compares data for 1970 and,

1977 from two sources fo} the populgtion
of persons aged 16 or oldér by the highest
year of school completed. The National .
Advisory Council ‘on Adult. Educa‘txo

~developed the 1970 estimates - based o
census data. From thdse estimates. they' o

- Functional Competency: A Summary (The, Univer-
sity of Texas at -Austin, 1975) pp. 1, 4, gnd Tab A’

(hemafter cnted 8% Adult F‘um‘mmal Competency). |

6 US Departmen of Commerce, Bureaq of the
% Ce 3, -Education” Attainment in the Untted

States, March 1977 °and 1976, Cyrrent Populauon' Y
SeneiP ~20, Mo, 814, p 5‘ A

5 . . _
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TlNo.1

Parlloipalion ln mo Wt
tducation Program by Age
for Iohaol Years 1970-77. 197‘7-70 and 1970-79

ch Oroupo

Numb.v '

Eatlmntod Total

: Participams

18-24
25-34
35:44
4§-54' -
55-04
és +

Pﬂoont
; Qlombutlon

All Ages, .
24
25-34

35-44 -
-45-54
85-64

85+

Source: U.S . Dopmmont of Health, Edvcation, and Weltars, Educaljop
Dw}uon Justitications of Approprattornt Estimates for Commmu on AA
Fiscal Year 1978 Revized, p 190, - -

Dropmhona

8chool an iohooIY
R 1976-790
1,007.000° 1166000 1,116,000
342,210>.  384,780° 304,780 -
‘228,140 266,820 - 266,520
168,650 174900 174,900
168,920 188,560 - 186,560
103,700 116,800 - 116,800
41480 . 46,640 48,640
©100%. . 100% 100%
3% 33% 3%
22 L2 gt 22
18 T2 fr‘ . 15
- .18 .18 ;18
10 . 10 .10
- A 4 4
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TN Yom Completed for Nrionl.
‘ : 14 Yunb Okhrbonc. Hamh 101!7 K
. Age O'rwp : Ym Oﬂﬂﬂ-b{ '
. AllAges _ IERRREREET ¥ R
T P AT Y
i 1817 Lo 5 104 e
~ 1819 ( R | ¥ SRR,
S 024 -\ ...'wa.'
2520 B U e
. s - 188
L, 3889 - 128
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wh el
S se sl
T 60-84 R X E
, .85-89° IR X Y
70~'74'.' RN N ',_ : 01,’ Lo
8+ S ._“ SRR 5 ST A
ao'.}f." M‘S—“'.Dopmmom u'COmmorco ‘Bureey ol 1ho m ‘Egueu .-«
tional Atfeinment in thy United States . Mereh 1,;7, 'n Cumm’r}‘-- ot

Bl 9

Populh!lon Hmom. Berivs P20, No. m 10"

S -
_‘[.'2, R

' 'l"‘f

K - o \

‘ Disiribution of Paraons Aged 16 ni ‘Oider.Who Have
' Not Cpmplm Grade 12; Cdlendar Yom L
o 1970 -nd 1977 R o

r"rublo s.:

e

.  Persond’ Who ano Ponom Who Have Not

. Age ‘ NotCompleted,8chool,  Completed Schpol,

N aroup’ - & " 19708 19778 .
. ‘-l - . - R e “"* ) '.
. AlLAges v . - 100.0% . _100._,0%

BRLY ves . 26.3 5
*28-34 We % <9 R
35.44 " '18.3 - 10.7 ‘
45-84° e - s02 . .

RS A 263 244

Sourco . Na!loml Adviaory, Councll on Adui\x&ducatlot‘ A Torgor Poou
lation in Aduit Education 4.0 183, o

%18, Department of Commurce, ‘Bureau of the Comus L'w

cational Amlnm.m in the United- States, Marah 1977 snd 1978, Cumm e
Population .Reporis, SarlesgP-20, No. 314,
Buresu of the Census, un
survey, March 1977

1977, Tabthe 1, p. 7 W
bn.hod dau !rom tho currom pooul fon : j\-_' 3
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__detérmmed that 543 mﬂlon persons aged

18 or over had not completed high school"
and.were not ‘enrolled in school. Of thls

numbet, .only 24 nillion (44.2 pei‘cent)'__-_
were determu}ed - to be gamfully o&a-- '

o o i
" The 1977 Current Populatlon Survey

- reported the highest grade completed, nqt--z-s
just attended. Thus, dath for.persons

_reported to have’ completed grade 11 or

. less are used-to represent the populdtion
.- who have net completed a sacondary:level .

| ':educatlon The data do not distinguish
‘betweén those currently attending school

,-_, “and.those who are not.-This meansy that °
" ~persons who would be ineligible for adult
“ - ‘education services because they are still

. attending school are included in  the

. eligible population estxmat,es but this-
TN flonal K?ivxsory Councxl on Adult Education,

- Beyond the Verge (1977 Annusl Report), P 2
S _;(hereafber citedasBeyomith Vorge) ,

/f /_" . .

ki

m(at probably has increasad only the o
mpresentatxon of the youngest age g‘roup,' el

~ and the | data, which de not

" ‘this assu

.that when those persons not enrolled in - =
“school were subtracted from the total who' - -
had not compléted their gecondary educa- . -
tion, the repremntatxon of the 16’00 24 age

gmup decmaaed

"/

* Table. 54 oomparea data on the hxghest_:
grade completed for persons 16 or- overj;y_--}j_;;'.;
" pant data. Even though they mclude aome.-x Ry
pex’gons still attending schoal, ‘the. ,19&7.

e . "

with the adult éducation pro

data were used. to- repruent the eh‘ _

;\,ppom
ion. The 1970 data indicated 7.




- Diploma Bylot Project (
Austm 1976} p. 1

- have narrower age g’roupmgs for pemons

- 45 or-older, and.fiave ‘details on different

. levels completed. Persons up to age 56 are
served by the adult education program in

g'ram were incorporated into the Offloe of -
Eduecation’s . national- pnoritlee in adult-..-
_ueducation, whith a State education agencx o
intg oonsideration when . R

*may, - take.

greater proportlof'\s than they repreaenu?ft developmgfm,annuel plan 0

the ehmble populatlon while,.
%r over, who constituse a 1&{;@ proporfion

~ of the populatgo‘n sliggible for adult educa- . three“adult performaice tevels” of funce ™ .
, 'tional setvices,”

i are underrepresented‘
among pm:tlcxpants ‘Moreover, 'they ac+

-~ count for the majority of persons’ ‘who
. -havesnot completed vightlr grade, which -
o ,woufd appear to make’ them: the maoomy
. of the group in need of basic education, o

the program g pnonw Person:s 55 or older

comprise, howeve, only 14 percent of all

; }adult gducation partgx pants. |
' The other estimatd of the’ populatxon m

need of- adult educational services  is-.

. denved fmm 8. natzonal survey of eg
¢

" functional competence.” The - Offi

" Education funded the University of Texas
st Austin to conduct a 5-year-study to
i «.,'--'::'_',defme adult hteracy in ‘terms of an .
.7 individual's abzhty to cope with actlv:ti
" encountered in daily livigg and to det,er-
-~ 'mine_thg, competency o?

S populatlon (sged. 18 to 65) based on the
. measures developed 28 In its budge‘t justi-

the U.s. adult

Tications for fiscal year 1978, the Depart-

< 'ment of Health, Education;.and Welfare

f‘.freported that the: study. “accurate_l}\mew
+ sured the educational needs”of
the, United States.”?® Furtherm

dults in
more, the
: -studys flndmgs and recommended pro-

._. o R Dr fwort\cutt} Adult Fum‘twnal (ompetem:y
o and Dr. Norvall Northcutt and othemg,

The Adult - -

Performance Level Com 'fktency -Based High Scbool
he U mvemty of 'I‘exaa at

o : - 178. e . L. v % P - : . P .. L --\_;'-_l-_\-' . :. o . ‘ - - < ‘l'.